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ABSTRACT

The current funding nechanism for theater special
operations command (SOC) headquarters support costs is
i nadequately supported by |egal gui dance. Exi sti ng
| egislation and policy docunents do not formalize theater
SOC funding relationships to provide an enforcenment tool
that ensures the theater SOCs can properly resource their
headquarters support requirenents. Consequently, the
anbiguity of this funding nmechanism has allowed the theater
SOCs to devel op uni que scenarios for financing headquarters
support. To remedy this deficiency, this thesis conducts a
conparative analysis of current theater SOC headquarters
support funding mechanisns and examnes three funding
al ternati ves. This thesis concludes the best alternative
woul d mandate that the Services assign separate Program
El ement (PE) nunbers to theater SOC headquarters support in
the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) and distribute
theater SOC headquarters support funding through the
respective theater conbatant comands. In addition, the
thesis generates criteria that may be used in prelimnary
analysis by other commands that face simlar funding
anbiguities and may need to identify alternative funding
nmechani sns.
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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON

A PURPOSE

This thesis identifies the best of three alternative
funding nechanisnms for headquarters support costs at
t heater special operations conmands (SCCs). The anal ysis
of this topic also generates criteria that nmay be used to
establish baseline netrics for other Departnent of Defense
( DoD) commands that may require alternate funding

mechani sns. The research consists of:

A review of the l|egal guidance and policies for
t heater SOC headquarters support funding

A review of the events that caused Under
Secretary of Defense (Conptroller) (USD(C)) to
i ssue Program Budget Decision (PBD) 081. All
citations of PBD 081 in this chapter refer to PBD
081 issued in Decenber 2000.

A conparative analysis of the funding nechani sns
for headquarters support costs at the six theater
SCCs

A conparative analysis of three alternative
fundi ng nechanisnms for theater SOC headquarters
support costs

Specific conclusions that identify the best
alternative funding for theater SOC headquarters
support

Cener al concl usi ons that may be used in

prelimnary analysis for identifying alternative
fundi ng mechanisns at other commands where the

existing legal guidance for funding my not be
cl ear

B. BACKGROUND
The uni que history, mssion and funding of the theater
SOCs created an unanticipated scenario concerning the

responsibility for funding and nmanaging theater SOC



headquarters support costs. There is a defined source and
flow of funds for theater SOC special operations (SO)-
peculiar requirements using Mjor Force Program (MP)-11

dollars: the matter is quite different for theater SOC

headquarters support costs. U S. Special Operations
Command (USSCCOM), the theater conbatant commands and the
t heat er SQCs have adopt ed separate interpretations

concerning how the theater SOCs shoul d receive headquarters

support fundi ng.

This thesis shows that the current funding nechani sm
for theater SOC headquarters support costs is inadequately
supported with |egal guidance. To renedy this deficiency,
this thesis conpares three alternative funding mnechanisns
and concludes with the best alternative for theater SOC
headquarters support funding.

C. RESEARCH QUESTI ONS

1. Primary Research Question

What is the best alternative for funding theater SOC
headquarters support costs?

2. Secondary Research Questions

How do the theater SQCs currently fund
headquarters support costs?

Wiy did the theater SOCs use M-P-11 dollars to
fund headquarters support costs in Fiscal Year
2000 (FYO00)~?

Should the theater SOC funding mechanism for
headquarters support costs be unifornf

VWhat authority is required to make changes in
fundi ng theater SOC headquarters support costs?

Wat is the financial inpact of alternative
fundi ng nmechanisnms for theater SOC headquarters
support costs?



D. SCOPE

Conmptroller and budget officials at the commands
mentioned in this thesis contributed to this research.
Views from individual personnel may not be representative
of the command as a whole. Additionally, the scope of this
research includes the perspectives of USD(C), Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Special Operations/Low Intensity
Conflict) (ASD(SO LIC)), USSOCOM and the six theater SCCs.
E. METHODOL OGY

The nmet hodol ogy for this research was divided into six
steps: (1) review of pertinent Iliterature, (2) data
collection, (3) interviews wth conptroller officials and
budget analysts, (4) analysis of current theater SOC
headquarters support funding nechanisnms, (5) analysis of
t hree t heat er SCC headquarters support fundi ng
alternatives, and (6) i dentification of t he best

al ternative fundi ng nechani sm

Literature Review A review of literature and
| egal support references related to theater SOC
headquarters support funding was conducted. This
research included PBDs, USD(C) docunents and
| egi sl ati on.

Data Coll ection: Data were collected from the
six theater SOCs and from USD(C). These data
included the total MFP-11 dollars and total M-P-2
dol | ars t hat t he t heat er SCCs spent on

headquarters support costs in FYO0O. These data
al so covered the funding noves directed by PBD
081.

Interviews: Interview questions were constructed
from the literature review and the data

col | ection. Comptroller officials from USSOCOM
and the six theater SOCs were interviewed.

Addi tional ly, budget officials from USD(C),

ASD(SO LIC) and the US. Navy Field Support

Activity were interviewed.

3



Analysis of theater SOC funding nechanisns:
Responses to the interviews were synthesized with
the data collection to conduct a conparative
analysis of the <current theater SOC funding
mechani sns for headquarters support costs.

Anal ysis  of alternative funding nechani smns:
| nformati on obtained through the interviews. The
t heater SOC funding nechanism analysis was used
to conduct a conparative analysis of three
alternatives for funding theater SOC headquarters
support costs.

Concl usi ons: From the funding alternative
anal ysis, the best alternative funding nechani sm
for theater SOC headquarters support costs was
sel ect ed. Additionally, the funding alternative
anal ysis generated criteria that my be used to
establish baseline netrics for other conmands
that may require alternate fundi ng nmechani sns.

F. ORGANI ZATI ON

Chapter 1l provides a brief background of theater SCC
command relationships, mssion and funding. From this
base, the chapter explains how five of the six theater SOCs
used MFP-11 dollars for funding headquarters support costs
in FYOO. Next, it analyzes the inpact of PBD 081 on
USSOCOM and on the theater SOCs. The chapter concl udes by
summarizing the nature of the problem wth the current
funding nmechanism for theater SOC headquarters support

costs.

Chapter 111 analyzes theater SOC funding rel ationships
for headquarters support costs by examning the theater
SQCs i ndividually. Each section of this chapter first
explains theater SOC relationships wth the theater
conbat ant command staff and describes the current funding
mechanism for theater SOC headquarters support costs.
Next, it looks at theater SOC criteria for separating

speci al oper ati ons (SO) - pecul i ar requirenents from
4



headquarters support requirenents. The section then
describes theater SOC funding circunstances in FYOO and the
| ocal effect of PBD 081 on theater SOC financial
procedures. This chapter concludes by summari zing
variations across theater SOC funding information in a

conpari son table.

Chapt er IV analyzes three alternative funding
mechani sns in separate sections. Each section describes
the alternative and analyzes the effect of the alternative
funding method on reducing the theater SOC variations
identified in Chapter I11. This analysis includes the
requirements for inplenenting the alternative and any
remaining barriers to change the alternative would
encounter. [Each section then | ooks at the financial inpact
of the alternative on budgets and appropriations |inked to
t heater SOC headquarters support. This chapter concludes
by summarizing the alternative funding nechanisns in two

conpari son tabl es.

Chapter V concludes wth the best alternative for
fundi ng theater SOC headquarters support costs. Next, this
chapter draws additional general conclusions from the
anal ysis conducted during this research. Finally, this
chapter answers the research questions listed in Chapter |
and suggests areas of further study associated with this
t hesi s.

G BENEFI TS OF STUDY

The current funding nechanism for t heat er SOC
headquarters support costs is inadequately supported wth
| egal gui dance. To correct this deficiency, this thesis

concludes the best alternative funding nechanism for the



theater SOCs from three options. This anal ysis includes
the effect of the alternative on reducing variations anong
current theater SOC funding nechanisns, the barriers to
inplenenting the alternative and the financial inpact of
the alternative. Information from this research may help
snooth the progress of USD(C), USSOCOM and the five theater
conmbat ant commands to formalizing the funding mechani sm for
theater SOC headquarters support costs. A fornalized
funding nechanism would provide an enforcenent tool to
ensure that the theater SOCs would be able to properly

resource their headquarters support requirenments.

Budget issues caused by inadequate |egal guidance may
not be exclusive to the theater SOCs; other comrands may
face simlar issues surrounding the interpretation of
funding mechanisnms or financial responsibilities. Thi s
thesis also generates criteria that other DoD commands nay
use in prelimnary analysis to help identify an alternative
f undi ng mechani sm



1. FUNDI NG THEATER SOC HEADQUARTERS SUPPCORT COSTS

A | NTRODUCTI ON

The conmand rel ationships and financial resources of
theater special operations commands (SOCs) are unique and
present very conplicated issues. This chapter wll
establish a comon foundation of background information
concerning theater SOC command rel ationships, mssion and
funding. Fromthis base, the chapter will explain how five
of the six theater SOCs used Mjor Force Program (M-P)-11
dollars for funding headquarters support costs in Fiscal
Year 2000 (FYO0O). Next, it wll analyze the inpact of
Program Budget Deci sion (PBD) 081 on US Speci al
Operati ons Conmmand (USSOCOM) and on the theater SOCs. All
citations of PBD 081 in this chapter refer to PBD 081
issued in Decenber 2000. Finally, the chapter wll
sumarize the nature of the problem with the current
funding nmechanism for theater SOC headquarters support
costs.
B. BACKGROUND OF THE THEATER SCCS

1. H story

Before 1983, the theater SOCs did not exist. Each
t heat er conbatant conmand, then referred to as a geographic
Conmander in Chief (CINC), had its own special operations
(SO division traditionally organized in the Operations
Directorate. The head of this division was wusually an
Arny/ Air Force Colonel or a Navy Captain. The SO division
was part of the conbatant conmand headquarters staff and
reported to the conbatant conmmander through the Director of

Oper ati ons.



The Cohen-Nunn anendnent to the FY87 National Defense
Aut hori zation Act established the office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Special Operations/Low Intensity
Conflict) (ASD(SOLIC)) and USSOCOM This anmendnent
changed the face of special operations. “I'n Cohen- Nunn,
Congress recogni zed that the things that nake SOF [speci al
oper ati ons forces] di fferent from conventional and
strategic forces dictates a command structure which ensures
cohesion and optimal use of limted resources.” [Ref. 1:p.
51] USSOCOM energed as a Service-like organization that
eventually managed all U S -based SOF and, “since 1988,
each of the theater unified commands have [sic] established
a separate Special Operations Command (SOC) to neet its
t heat er -uni que speci al operations requirenents.” [ Ref. 2]
This neans there was a SOC in each of the five geographic
theaters and an additional SOC established by U S. Forces
Korea to handl e all SOF on the Korean Peninsul a.

2. Command Rel ati onshi ps

Wien the theater conbatant conmands established the
theater SOCs, they designated the new organizations as
subordinate wunified (sub-unified) conmands. Uni quel vy,
Speci al Operations Command Korea (SOCKOR) becane a
functional conponent conmand of U. S. Forces Korea (USFK)
and not a sub-unified command of U S Pacific Command
( USPACOM . As Figure 1 shows, each theater conbatant
command had at |east four conponent commands - an Arny
conponent, a Naval conponent, an Air Force conponent and a
Marine Corps conponent — and a sub-unified command. Thi s
sub-uni fied comand was the theater SCC. The theater SOC
commander was now on equal footing with the other Service



conmponent commanders and reported directly to the conbatant
commander instead of through the Director of Operations.

Theater Conbatant Command

Arny Naval Special Qperations Ar Force Marine Corps
Conponent Component Command Conponent Conponent
H Ay SCF
H  Navy SCF
LA Force SOF

Figure 1. Theat er Conbat ant Command Organi zati on.
[From Ref. 1:p. 51]

Initially, the fledgling theater SOCs faced chall enges
in the areas of personnel, staff experience and funding.
By the m d-1990s, “Congress sought to enhance the cohesion
of theater SOF by mandating general or flag rank (one-star)

officers as SOC conmanders in Europe and the Pacific, and

|ater for the Central and Southern regions.” [Ref. 1:p.
52] Increases in manpower assignments and experience soon
led to inproved staff capabilities. Finally, in addition

to the headquarters staff, the theater SOCs also had
command and control of SOF from the Arny, Navy and Air
Force assigned to support the theater conbatant command.

3. M ssi on

The theater SOCs have nultiple roles. “The theater
SOC commander is responsible to the geographic CINC for
pl anning and conducting joint special operations in the
theater, ensuring that SOF capabilities are matched to

m ssion requirenments, exercising operational control of SOF



for joint special operations, and advising the CINC and
conponent conmanders in theater on the proper enploynent of
SOF.” [Ref. 3:p. 13] Additionally, each theater SCC,
“..has responsibility for SOF- pecul i ar | ogi sti cal
requi rements of assigned forces, and forns the core of a
j oi nt speci al oper at i onal task force able to act

i ndependently or as the special operations conponent of a

| arger joint/conbined task force.” [Ref. 1:p. 51] The
t heat er SCOC command rel ationships and many
responsibilities, however , created uni que f undi ng

requirenents.

4. Fundi ng

As unified commands, each of the five theater
conmbat ant commands has a Service conmponent as an executive
agent to carry out admnistrative and |ogistical support of
headquarters functions. Service Operations and Mi ntenance
(&M appropriations fund M-P-2 accounts designated for
General Purpose Forces. Thus, the Service executive agents

send MFP-2 dollars to the conbatant commands for direct

headquarters support requirenents. Table 1 is a list of
the executive agent assignnments for all the wunified
conmands.

Since the theater SOCs are sub-unified commands of the
respective conbat ant commands that have SO peculi ar
requirenments and perform SO-activities, funding for the
t heater SOCs becanme confusi ng. USSOCOM funds theater SOC
SO-peculiar requirenents and SO activities using MP-11
dol | ars. From Section 167 of Title 10, U S. Code, the
functions of M-P-11 include, “.developing and acquiring

speci al operations-peculiar equipnent and acquiring speci al

10



oper ati ons-pecul i ar mat eri al , supplies and services.”
[ Ref. 5:p. 103]

Conbat ant Conmmand Executi ve Agent
U. S. European Comand Ar ny
U. S. Sout hern Command Ar nry
U.S. Joint Forces Conmmand Navy
U.S. Pacific Command, except Navy
U. S. Forces Korea Ar ny
U S. Central Conmand Air Force
U.S. Northern Command Air Force
U.S. Special OQperations Command, except Air Force
Joi nt Special Operations Conmand Ar ny
U S. Strategi c Command Air Force
U S. Element, North Anerican Air Defense Command Air Force

Tabl e 1. Executive Agent Assignnents for Conbat ant
Commands.
[From Ref. 4:p. 7]

Joint Publication 3-05 defines “special operations-

peculiar” as,

Equi pnent , mat eri al , suppl i es, and services
required for special operations mssion support
for which there is no broad conventional
requirenent. This includes the standard itens

used by other DCOD forces but nodified for specia

operations forces (SOF); itens initially designed
for, or wused by, SOF until adapted for use as
Service-common by other DOD forces; and itens
approved by the Commander in Chief, US Special
Operations Command (USCINCSOC) as critically
urgent for the imediate acconplishnent of a
speci al operations mssion but not normally
procured by USCINCSOC, [Ref. 6:p. G.-10]

As wll be explained later, USSOCOM the theater
conbat ant commands and the theater SOCs interpreted the
source and flow of funds for theater SOC headquarters

support in different ways.
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Before 1987, MFP-11 funding and non-M-P-11 funding for
speci al operations was in Service prograns. When USSOCOM
received M-P-11 funding, however, the U S. Code did not

designate any MFP-11 dollars for the theater SQOCs. In PBD
623 ( Decenber 1992), Under Secretary of Def ense
(Conptroller) (USD(C)) provided funding for theater SOC SG
peculiar requirements for FY93. [Ref. 7] Thi s deci sion

did not transfer the headquarters support responsibility.
Through PBD 744 (March 1993), USD(C) provided further M-P-
11 funds for theater SOC SO- peculiar requirenents for FY94-
99. [Ref. 8] Again, there were no transfers from Service
f unds. Finally, in February 1996, a USD(C) nenorandum

mandat ed that, .all Treasury Index 97 funds received by
the Departnent [of Defense] are to be issued and controlled
using the Program Budget and Accounting System (PBAS).”
[ Ref. 9] Accordingly, the theater SOCs began to receive
direct fund distribution of MFP-11 dollars for SO peculiar
requirenents effective in FY97. The nenorandum did not
specifically addr ess t he f undi ng for t heat er SOC

headquarters support costs.

Before the theater SOCs becane sub-unified commuands,
the conbatant commands covered all of the headquarters
costs because the theater SOCs were part of conbatant
command staffs. Since the theater SOCs renmined part of
conbat ant command staffs as sub-unified commands, there was
an assunption that the conbatant commands woul d continue to
fund these costs. Unanticipated difficulties arose when
the theater SOCs becanme |arger through Congressional and
USSOCOM initiatives during the early 1990s. The theater
SOCs had grown and had created |arger headquarters support

bills for the respective conbatant commands. [ Ref. 10]
12



Meanwhi | e, the funding mechani sm for t heat er SOC
headquarters support costs remained unclear and becane
subj ect to conflicting interpretations of fisca
responsibility.
C. THEATER SOC HEADQUARTERS SUPPORT FUNDI NG | N FYOO
Section 167 of Title 10, U S. Code requires USSOCOM to
have an inspector general (1G responsible for conducting,
“..internal audits and inspections of purchasing and
contracting actions through the special operations comand
and such other inspector general functions as may be
assigned.” [Ref. 5 In 1999, the USSOCCOM IG initiated an
exam nation to ensure the theater SOCs were spending their
MFP- 11 dollars correctly. [Ref. 11] After obtaining data
fromthe theater SOCs, USSOCOM determ ned how nuch Service
MFP-2 funding and how nuch USSOCOM M-P-11 funding the
theater SOCs used to pay for FYOO headquarters support
requirenents. Table 2 presents the percentage allocation
of how the theater SOCs financed their headquarters support
i n FYOO.

Command Servi ce MFP-2 USSOCOM MFP- 11
SOCCENT 54. 6% 45. 4%
SCCJFCOm 62. 6% 37. 4%
SOCPAC 67. 1% 32. 9%
SCOCEUR 79. 1% 20. 9%
SOCKOR 93. 6% 6. 4%
SOCSQUTH 100. 0% 0. 0%
Aver age 76. 2% 23. 8%

Tabl e 2. FYOO Theater SOC Headquarters Support Fundi ng
Source Distribution.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

On average, the theater SOCs used MP-11 dollars to

fund 23.8% of their headquarters support costs in FYOO.
13



However, the theater SOCs had a wde range: Special
Operations Command Central (SOCCENT) financed 45.4% of
headquarters support requirenments with MP-11 dollars while
Speci al Operations Command South (SOCSQUTH) did not use any
MFP- 11 dollars for their headquarters support.

Additionally, the use of MP-11 funds on headquarters
support by the theater SOCs was a continuing occurrence and
not an isolated event in FYOO. Reasons why the theater
SOCs used MP-11 for non-SO-peculiar requirenents varied
across the five theater SOCs. Chapter 111 wll analyze
this topic further.

The USSOCOM interpretation of existing |egislation and
USD(C) docunents was that M-P-11 dollars should not finance
any theater SOC headquarters support costs and that MP-2
dollars fromthe Service O&M appropriations should fund all
of these expenses. Thus, USSOCOM believed that all theater
SOC headquarters support funding profiles should mrror
SOCSOUTH and that the theater SOCs shown in Table 2
spending M-P-11 dollars on headquarters support costs in
FYOO did so incorrectly. Consequent |y, USSOCOM t ook steps
to ensure the theater SOCs would use future M-P-11 funding

properly.
D. PROGRAM BUDGET DECI SI ON 081 ( DECEMBER 2000)

1. Genesi s

USSOCOM sought to prevent the theater SOCs from
spending MP-11 dollars on headquarters support. Thi s

meant clearly defining the funding nechanism for theater
SOC headquarters support costs and reaching an agreenent on
this arrangenent between USSOCOM and the five theater
conbat ant commands. G ven that Departnent of Defense

14



Directive ( DoDD) 5100. 3 st at es, “.the support
responsibility designated for the headquarters of each
Conmbat ant Command extends to the headquarters of all
subordi nate joint conmands established within the Conbatant
Command,” [ Ref. 13: p. 2] USSOCOM believed that the
appropri ate Service executive agent should fund theater SOC
headquarters costs through the respective theater conbatant

conmand.

The USSOCOM |1G had conducted its first funding
i nvestigation at SOCCENT. From data in PBD 081, SOCCENT
had spent $353,000 in MWP-11 dollars on headquarters
support requirenments in FYOO. In the case of SOCCENT, the
Servi ce executive agent (Air Force) had funded $425,000 in
MFP-2 dollars used by the theater SOC for headquarters
support. [Ref 12:p. 20] Based on DoDD 5100.3, USSOCOM
inferred that funds for SOCCENT headquarters support should
flow through U S. Central Command (USCENTCOM) as part of
the headquarters support for that theater conbatant
conmand. For this reason, USSOCOM requested USCENTCOM to
adj ust the USCENTCOM headquarters support budget in the out
years to reflect the additional $353,000 for SOCCENT
headquarters support and to plan for anticipated SOCCENT
growth. USCENTCOM did not neet this request.

It appeared to USSOCOM and to SOCCENT that USCENTCOM
interpreted existing legislation and USD(C) docunents to
read that the Service executive agent did not have to
distribute theater SOC headquarters support costs through
the theater conbatant command. Further, it seened as
t hough USCENTCOM had already made efforts to separate
SOCCENT funding from the USCENTCOM budget. After the 1996
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USD(C) menorandum [Ref. 9], USCENTCOM attenpted through
official menoranda to switch the funding accounts used by
SOCCENT from Operating Agency Code (QAC) 51 (Headquarters,
USCENTCOM) to OAC 52 (USSsCcaV . One USCENTCOM nenor andum
st at ed,

USSOCCENT is no |onger funded by USCENTCOM but

is still included in the USCENTCOM OAC..The OAC is

used to track funds issued and obligations

incurred by each conmand..SOCCENT was formally

funded by USCENTCOM and was under QOAC 51.

However, when funding channels were reorganized

in 1993 and SOCCENT began being funded by SOCOM

their OAC was not changed. This is incorrect and
coul d cause problens. [Ref. 14]

Addi ti onal menor anda st at ed, “..around FY96,
USSOCCENT's funding source changed from USCENTCOM to
USSOCOM  but USSOCCENT continued to wuse (erroneously)
USCENTCOM s OAC 51" [Ref. 15] and, *“..since USSOCOM began
providing authority directly to SOCCENT, continued use of
USCENTCOM s OAC to track SOCCENT funding and obligations
has been wholly inappropriate.” [Ref. 16]

Thus, it becane apparent that USCENTCOM had adopted a
cultural mndset that theater SOC headquarters support
costs should not flow through the theater conbatant
conmand. USSOCOM still maintained that the A r Force
shoul d distribute SOCCENT headquarters support requirenents
t hrough USCENTCOM These dissimlar positions evolved to
an inpasse between USSOCOM and USCENTCOM Lacking an
unanbi guous support reference, the issue rose to USD(C) for
a decision on the funding nechanism for theater SOC
headquarters support costs.
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2. Deci si on

USD(C) decided to resolve this matter through a PBD
The first part of PBD 081 attenpted to untangle theater SOC
relationships to conbatant conmmand staffs and clarify
responsibility for theater SOC headquarters support. The
deci si on st at ed,

Theat er Speci al Operations Conmands (SOCs), .., are
assigned to Theater CINCs and serve as part of
the CINC staff. Because the SOCs are considered
an integral part of the CINC staff, as a matter
of practi ce, the SOC s direct headquarters
funding support has generally been provided by
the appropriate supporting Service. General ly,
the funds are provided from the CINC budget but
in sonme cases, the funds are provided directly to
the SOC by Service organizations. However, in
either case the source of the funds is the
Service budgets and is provided as part of the
Service responsibility to support the CINC
headquarters operations. [Ref. 12:pp. 19-20]

Al t hough PBD 081 expl ai ned that the supporting Service
executive agent was responsi bl e for t heat er SCC
headquarters support requirenments, the decision did not
mandate that the funding nust flow through the respective

t heat er conbat ant conmand.

PBD 081 al so acknow edged t hat t he exi sting
| egislation and policies did not present an official and
preci se route for funding theater SOC headquarters support
costs. The decision continued,

As noted, however, this funding arrangenent is
nore a matter of precedence and agreenent than
docunented policy. Wile DoDD 5100.3, Support of
the Headquarters of Conbatant and Subordinate
Joint Commands, dated Novenmber 15, 1999, s
explicit in assigning to the Services the
responsibility to provide admnistrative and
| ogistics support to joint headquarters, the
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direct headquarters support to SOCs is not

specifically addressed. As a result, confusion
has arisen in support for certain SOCs... [ Ref.
12:p. 20]

However, PBD 081 did not formalize an wunequivocal
fundi ng nmechanism Rather, it instructed,
To ensure that funding responsibilities are
clearly defined, the alternative directs that
QUSD( Pol i cy) prepare an anendnent to DoDD 5100. 3,
which explicitly states that the source of
funding for direct headquarters support for the
Theater SOC is from the appropriate supporting
Service. The anended DoDD should further specify
that the provision of such funding is the

responsibility of the Theater CINC to which the
SOC is assigned. [Ref. 12:p. 20]

PBD 081 presented a specific funding route for theater
SOC headquarters  support starting wth the Service
executive agent, through the theater conbatant conmand and
directly to the theater SOC. Inportantly, the decision did
not inplement this route by anmending DoDD 5101. 3. It
merely provided gui dance for the anendnent.

The next part of PBD 081 addressed what USD(C)
interpreted as an incorrect funding distribution between
the Services and USSOCOM USD(C) decided that the data
from Tabl e 2 gave evidence of over funding the USSOCOM Q&M
Def ense-wide (DW appropriation (which provides MP-11
dollars for SO peculiar requirenents) and of under funding
the Service O&M appropriations (which provide MP-2
dol l ars). USD(C) determned that if the theater SOCs used
MFP-11 dollars for headquarters support requirenents in
FY00, then the funding was in the wong appropriation. In
an attenpt to rectify this issue, PBD 081 stated,
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To be consistent wth the policy described
earlier and to appropriately fund the SOCs, both
alternatives reduce the USSOCOM budget by $2.5
mllion beginning in FY 2002 and increase the
appropriate Service budgets by the sane anount.
Additionally, another $.4 million is added to the
Air Force in FY 2002 to increase support to
SOCCENT. [Ref. 12:p. 21]

PBD 081 noved the anounts that the theater SOCs had
spent from their MP-11 accounts on headquarters costs in
FYOO from USSOCOM to the Services. The nove started in
FYO2 and continued through FYO7. Table 3 shows these

funding adjustnments in mllions of dollars.

(Dollars in MI1Iions)

Appropri ati on FY02 FY03 FY04 FYO5 FY06 FYO7
&M — Arny +0. 6 +0. 6 +0. 6 +0.7 +0. 7 +0. 7
- SOCKOR +0.1 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1 +0.1
- SOCEUR +0.5 +0.5 +0.5 +0. 6 +0. 6 +0. 6
O&M — Navy +1.5 +1.5 +1.5 +1.5 +1.5 +1.6
- SOCPAC +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8
- SOCJFCoM +0.7 +0.7 +0.7 +0.7 +0.7 +0. 8
&M — Air Force +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8
- SOCCENT +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8 +0. 8

&M DW - USSOCOM -2.5 -2.5 -2.5 -2.6 -2.6 -2.7

Tabl e 3. PBD 081 Fundi ng Adj ust nents.
[From Ref. 12:p. 21]

3. | npact

After USD(C) issued PBD 081, USSOCOM directed its own
adj ustnent of MP-11 funds. For FY02-07, USSOCOM reduced
each theater SOC MFP-11 account by the appropriate anount
of the funds noved from USSOCOM to the Service in PBD 081.
[ Ref. 17] For exanmple, Table 3 shows that the decision
noved $0.8 M from USSOCOM to t he Departnent of Navy in FYO02
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for Speci al Qper ati ons Conmmand Pacific ( SOCPAC)
headquarters support costs. Consequently, USSOCOM deducted
this exact amount from the SOCPAC FY02 M-P-11 budget.
Chapter 11l contains a further analysis of the effect of
t hese funding reductions on each theater SOC.

Additionally, USSOCOM prohibited the theater SOCs from
using MP-11 funds for headquarters support costs as had
occurred in FY00. A nenorandum from USCI NCSOC in February
2001 instructed each theater SOC, “.to work wth their
respective CINC resourcing process to obtain the support
needed to operate the SOC headquarters. The M-P-11 dollars
USSOCOM provides you [the theater SOCs] will be dedi cated
to SO peculiar requirements and SOF mission activities
only.” [ Ref. 18] The theater SOCs had to identify
expenditures as SO peculiar or as headquarters support and
procure MFP-2 dollars for all non-SO peculiar requirenents.
However, the funding nechanism for theater SOC headquarters
support was still not defined. USD(C) had not anmended DoDD
5100.3 in accordance wth PBD 081 and the directive remains
unanmended.

E. SUMVARY

The wunique history, mssion and funding of theater
speci al operations comands created an unantici pated
scenario concerning the responsibility for funding and
managi ng theater SOC headquarters support costs. Wi | e
there is a defined source and flow of funds for theater SCC
SO peculiar requirenments using MFP-11 dollars, the matter
is quite different for theater SOC headquarters support
costs. USSOCOM the theater conbatant commands and the
t heat er SQCs have adopt ed separate interpretations
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concerning how the theater SOCs shoul d receive headquarters

support funding.

The current funding nechanism for t heat er SQOC
headquarters support costs is inadequately supported wth
| egal guidance. Existing legislation and policy docunents,
including PBD 081, do not formalize theater SOC funding
rel ati onships to provide an enforcement tool that ensures
the theater SOCs can properly resource their headquarters
support requirenents. In the follow ng chapters, a renedy
will be presented for this deficiency.
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| 1'l. THEATER SOC FUNDI NG MECHANI SM5 FOR HEADQUARTERS
SUPPORT COSTS

A | NTRODUCTI ON

Spread around the world, the six theater special
operations comands (SOCs) have separate nethods for
financi ng headquarters support requirenents. Thi s chapter
wil | anal yze theater SOC funding relationships for
headquarters support costs by examning the theater SOCs
i ndi vidual |y from the per spective of t heat er SOC
conptroller officials. Each section of this chapter wll
first show theater SOC command rel ationships through an
or gani zat i onal chart, explain theater SOC conptroller
relationships wth the theater conbatant command staff and
describe the current funding nechanism for theater SOC
headquarters support costs. Next, it will look at theater
SOC criteria for separating special operations (SO)-
pecul i ar requirenents from headquarters support
requi renents. The section will then explain theater SOCC
funding circunstances in Fiscal Year 2000 (FYO0) and the
| ocal effect of Program Budget Decision (PBD) 081 on
t heater SOC financial procedures. Al citations of PBD 081
in this chapter refer to PBD 081 issued in Decenber 2000.
Finally, this chapter wll summarize the theater SOC
funding information in a conparison table.
B. SPECI AL OPERATI ONS COMVAND CENTRAL ( SOCCENT)

1. Theat er Conbat ant Command Rel ati onshi ps

SOCCENT is a subordinate unified (sub-unified) command
of US. Central Command (USCENTCOV . Figure 2 shows
USCENTCOM or gani zat i on. The Service executive agent for
USCENTCOM  headquarters support requirenents is t he
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Departnment of the Air Force. Since Departnent of Defense
Directive (DoDD) 5100.3 assigned headquarters support
responsibility for conbatant command subordinate | oint
commands to the same Service executive agent as the
respective conbatant conmand [Ref. 13:p. 2], the Air Force
al so pays for SOCCENT headquarters support costs.

U.S. Central Command
((USCENTCOM
\ I '\ I \
US. Arny Forces US. Naval Forces Speci al Qperations US Ar Forces U.S. Marine Corps Forces
Central Command Central Conmand Command Central Central Command Central Command
((USARCENT) ((USNAVCENT) (SCOCENT) ((USCENTAF) ((USMARCENT)

Fi gure 2. U S. Central Command Organi zation.
[From Ref. 19]

SOCCENT bel i eves that USCENTCOM views the theater SOC
as the USCENTCOM SO conponent conmmand. Simlar to other
USCENTCOM conponent comrands, such as U.S. Naval Forces
Central Conmmand, USCENTCOM does not want any role in
fundi ng SOCCENT headquarters costs. [ Ref. 20] SOCCENT
does not submt Program Qojective Menorandum (POV) input to
USCENTCOM  and USCENTCOM  does not di stribute any
headquarters support dollars to SOCCENT. Thus, there is no
formal funding relationship between USCENTCOM and SOCCENT.
In addressing the funding flow of SOCCENT non-SO Peculi ar
costs, a USCENTCOM conptroller official told SOCCENT, *“..our
[ USCENTCOM only stipulation was that the theater CINC
didnt want the nmoney for his *SOF Conponent’ comm ngled
with that of his HQ [headquarters].” [ Ref . 21] Thus,
there is no formal arrangenent between the two conptroller

di vi si ons concerni ng SOCCENT headquarters support.
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2. Headquarters Support Fundi ng Mechani sm

SOCCENT headquarters support funds flow from the Air
Force QOperations & Mintenance (O&\V) appropriation account,
and through Headquarters, Eleventh Wng. El eventh W ng
al so distributes headquarters support to nunmerous Air Force
commands and activities in the National Capital Region
i ncluding the Pentagon, the Air Force Honor Guard and the
Air Force Band. [Ref. 22] SOCCENT receives the Mjor
Force Program (MFP)-2 dollars in an Operating Budget
Activity Docunent (OBAD) via fax from Eleventh Wng.
SOCCENT then uses the OBAD as authorization to |oad funds
into the SOCCENT accounting system Eleventh Wng sends an
OBAD to SOCCENT on a quarterly basis, which allows the
SOCCENT conptroller to nanage the MP-2 funding for SOCCENT

headquarters support requirenents. [Ref. 20]

The path for SOCCENT to submt POM input for future
headquarters support requirenents is not clear. Before PBD
081, SOCCENT did not meke a separate POM subm ssion for
headquarters support. The first opportunity for SOCCENT to
submt input will be for the FYO4 POM  To date, SOCCENT,
El eventh Wng and the Air Force are working to define this
request route. USCENTCOM is not involved in the fund
distribution or the POM subm ssion process for SOCCENT
headquarters support requirenents.

3. SO Pecul i ar vs. Headquarters Support

Before Under Secretary of Def ense (Conptroller)
(USD(C)) released PBD 081, SOCCENT did not distinguish
bet ween SO peculiar and headquarters support requirenents.
SOCCENT considered all costs as SO peculiar and used M-P-11
funds for these expenses. [Ref. 20] Additionally, SOCCENT
i ncl uded headquarters support costs in POM subnissions to
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U. S. Special Operations Comrmand (USSSOCOM) for SOCCENT M-P-
11 funds.

In April 2000, USSOCOM conptrollers distributed the
Theater SOC Support Matrix to theater SOC conptrollers.
This matrix divided theater SOC costs into four categories
— Comon Support, Base Operations [Operating] Support,
Direct Headquarters Support and Special Operations Forces
(SOF)  Operational Requirenents - and designated the
financial responsibility for each cost. The Theater SOC
Support Matrix is included as Appendi x A

SOCCENT began using this matrix for FY02 requirenents
to determine which costs were for SO peculiar activities
and whi ch costs wer e for headquarters support.
Subsequent |y, SOCCENT used M-P-11 dollars to finance SO
peculiar costs and MP-2 dollars to finance headquarters
support costs.

4. FYOO Fundi ng I ssues

From the data in PBD 081, SOCCENT wed $353,000 from
MFP-11 funds on headquarters support requirenents. The
Service executive agent (Air Force) financed $425,000 of
SOCCENT headquarters support requirements with M-P-2 funds.
Table 4 shows this funding summary for all the theater
SCCs.
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(Doll ars in Thousands)

Command Servi ces USSOCOM Tot al
SOCCENT 425 353 778
SOCJFCOMV 1,190 710 1, 900
SOCPAC 1, 450 710 2,160
SOCEUR 1, 956 517 2,473
SOCKOR 1,438 99 1, 537
SOCSOUTH 3, 851 0 3,851
Tot al 10, 310 2,389 12, 699

Tabl e 4. FYOO Theater SOC Direct Headquarters Support.
[ From Ref. 12:p. 20]

5. Consequences of PBD 081

PBD 081 increased the MP-2 funding available for
SOCCENT headquarters support by noving $800,000 from
USSOCOM to the Air Force. Table 3 in Chapter Il shows this
funding transfer. Consequently, USSOCOM reduced SOCCENT
MFP-11 funding by this sane figure. Since SOCCENT
previously had used MFP-11 dollars on headquarters support,
the nove and the reduction effectively cancell ed each ot her
out. However, the Air Force did inpose a 16% “tax” on the
funds noved from USSOCOM Thus, SOCCENT only received
$672,000 for its headquarters support requirenents in FY02.
This neant that SOCCENT received just 84% of the funds that
USSOCOM deducted from SOCCENT MFP-11 dollars back from the
Air Force as headquarters support. This 16% “tax” is a way
for the Air Force to pass on across the board reductions in
the Ar Force O&M appropriation to the commands that
receive MFP-2 dollars fromthe Air Force. This “tax” was

never returned. [Ref. 20]

Ensuring that SOCCENT received the funding was nore
conplicated. PBD 081 did not provide a tracking instrunent
for the funding nove from USSOCOM to the Services to nake

certain that the theater SOCs received the funds for their
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headquarters support requirenents. Further, SOCCENT had
not received MFP-2 funding before. The SOCCENT conptroller
had to contact Air Force staff to coordinate a distribution
met hod for SOCCENT headquarters support funds. After
exam ning many alternatives, including flowing the funds
t hrough USCENTCOM A r Force staff decided to send SOCCENT
headquarters support funding through Headquarters, Eleventh
Wng. [Ref. 20]

PBD 081 significantly reduced the flexibility of the
SOCCENT conptroller. Before the decision, SOCCENT SO
peculiar and headquarters support requirenents cane from
the same MFP-11 account. Currently, SOCCENT must separate
these costs and use M-P-11 funds strictly for SO peculiar
requi renents. However, because PBD 081 did not anmend DoDD
5100.3, SOCCENT still does not have a defined POM
subm ssi on process. This lack of clarity nmeans nore work
for SOCCENT conptrollers in neeting new admnistrative
requi renents and deci ding where to surface budget issues.

C. SPECI AL OPERATI ONS COVVAND EURCPE ( SOCEUR)

1. Theat er Conbat ant Conmand Rel ati onshi ps

SOCEUR is a sub-unified command of U 'S. European
Command (USEUCOM . Figure 3 shows USEUCOM organi zati on.

U.S. European Command
(USEUCOM)
\ | l\ | \
US Any Europe U S Naval Special Cperations|| US Ar Forces U.'S. Marine Corps
(USARELR) Forces Europe Conmand Eur ope Eur ope Forces Europe
( USNAVEWR) (SOCEWR) (USAFE) ( USMARFCREWR)

Fi gure 3. U. S. European Conmand O gani zati on.
[From Ref. 23]
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The Service executive agent for USEUCOM headquarters
requirements is the Departnent of the Arny. Since DoDD
5100.3 assigned headquarters support responsibility for
conbat ant command subordinate joint commands to the sane
Servi ce executive agent as the respective conbatant command
[Ref. 13:p. 2], the Arny O&M appropriation also funds
SOCEUR headquarters support costs. However, the MFP-2
funding for SOCEUR headquarters support requirenments is
buried in the headquarters support budget for USEUCOM
SOCEUR headquarters support does not have a separate
funding line: there is no identifiable ceiling or floor for
t he amount of USEUCOM headquarters support funds that w |
fund SOCEUR headquarters support requirenments. [Ref. 24]

SOCEUR bel i eves that USEUCOM views the theater SOC as
a “Special Staff” of USEUCOM Using this infornmal
desi gnati on, USEUCOM controls the funding of  SOCEUR
headquarters support through a cost transfer process that
will be described in the next sub-section. USEUCOM nade
the decision to use the cost transfer nethod [Ref. 24], but
the system could change if a new USEUCOM conptrol | er wanted
to use a different financial process.

Additionally, a USEUCOM staff nenber told the SOCEUR
conptroller, “.SOCEUR is not part of EUCOM and EUCOM has no
responsibility for any funding of SOCEUR " [Ref. 24] This
endeavor to financially separate SOCEUR from USEUCOMV
presented significant barriers to establishing a cohesive
wor ki ng rel ationship between the USEUCOM conptroller staff
and the SOCEUR conptroller staff.
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2. Headquarters Support Fundi ng Mechani sm

SOCEUR funds headquarters support costs using a cost
transfer process wth USEUCOM Initially, the SOCEUR
conptroller nust expend MP-11 funds up front for any
headquarters support requirements and then submt a cost
transfer request to USEUCOM After the disbursenent has
been processed by the Defense Finance and Accounting
Servi ce (DFAS), USEUCOM nay accept a cost transfer for the
expense. This action noves the obligation and the
di sbursement from the SOCEUR MFP-11 account to the USEUCOM
MFP-2 account at DFAS. However, this cost transfer is
condi tional upon USEUCOM validating the request. Duri ng
this process, USEUCOM coul d decide that the expense was not
a SOCEUR headquarters support requirement and refuse to
assune the cost transfer obligation. In that case, SOCEUR
would have to absorb the expense with MP-11 dollars.
[ Ref . 25]

This system prevents SOCEUR from using the MP-11
funds tenporarily spent on a headquarters support cost
while waiting for USEUCOM to assune the cost transfer
obl i gati on. Additionally, there have been historica
del ays at DFAS in processing the cost transfers to USEUCOM
and in posting the disbursenents. Headquarters support
costs that occur late in the fiscal year often post in the
subsequent fiscal year. Thus, because the cost transfers
are based on actual disbursenents, there is nothing left to
cost transfer to USEUCOM after the fiscal year ends.
SOCEUR often has absorbed these late requirenents with MP-
11 dollars. [Ref. 24]
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SOCEUR has no path to submt POM input for future
headquarters support requirenents. US. Arny Europe staff
told the SOCEUR conptroller that SOCEUR i nput for
headquarter support was not relevant because, “.all funds
were pulled from the Services and given to SOCOM years
ago.” [Ref. 25] Moreover, after USEUCOM receives its M-P-
2 dollars from the Arny, the SOCEUR conptroller does not
know the anpbunt of headquarters support funding avail able
for the subsequent fiscal year. As USEUCOM assunes cost
transfers for SOCEUR headquarters support, the SOCEUR
conptroller has no visibility on how nmuch nore SOCEUR
headquarters support <costs wll be assunmed by USEUCOM
during the rest of the fiscal year. [Ref. 24] This void
of financial information and awareness nakes it extrenely
difficult for SOCEUR to budget and manage headquarters
support requirenents.

3. SO-Pecul i ar vs. Headquarters Support

To determne whether a cost is SO peculiar, SOCEUR
eval uates the depl oynent rel evance of the requirenment. All
costs associated wth deploynent away from SOCEUR garri son
headquarters are SO peculiar. This includes a deployable
| ocal area network (LAN) for SOCEUR information technol ogy
and any logistical support required during deploynents by
SOCEUR headquarters personnel. SOCEUR uses MP-11 doll ars
to finance these deploynent costs. Requi renents for the
SOCEUR garrison facility are headquarters support costs.
Exanples include furniture, office supplies and the secure
LAN (SLAN) wused by SOCEUR headquarters personnel in
garrison. SOCEUR submits cost transfer requests to USEUCOM
for these costs. [Ref. 25]
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4. FYOO Fundi ng | ssues

From the data in PBD 081, SOCEUR spent $517,000 of
MFP- 11 funds on headquarters support requirenments in FYOO.
This included $305,000 on SLAN equipnrent (servers,
termnals and fiber-optic wires) and $68,000 for mnor
repairs and maintenance of the building naintained by
Untied States Arny Europe. [ Ref. 25] SOCEUR subm tted
cost transfer requests to USEUCOM for these requirenents,
but USEUCOM refused to assume these obligations. USEUCOM
assunmed the obligation for $1,956,000 in other FYOO SOCEUR
headquarters support costs. These requirenents were funded
by the Army O&M appropriation through USEUCOM Table 5
shows this funding summary.

(Dollars in Thousands)

Conmand Ar ny USSOCOM Tot al
SOCEUR 1, 956 517 2,473

Tabl e 5. FYOO SOCEUR Direct Headquarters Support.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

5. Consequences of PBD 081
PBD 081 increased the MP-2 funding available for
SOCEUR headquarters support by noving $500, 000 from USSOCOM

to the Arny. Table 3 in Chapter 1l shows this funding
transfer. Consequently, USSOCCOM reduced SOCEUR WMFP-11
funds by this same anmount. However, alnost all of the M-P-

11 dollars SOCEUR spent on headquarters support, such as
the SLAN infrastructure costs, were one-tinme expenses that
SOCEUR woul d not incur in the out years. [Ref. 25] Thus,
PBD 081 increased USEUCOM fiscal flexibility for managing
headquarters support and reduced SOCEUR fiscal resources by
cutting the SOCEUR MFP-11 budget by 20% for FY02-07.
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The Arny distributed the funding nove for SOCEUR
headquarters support in PBD 081 through USEUCOM Since PBD
081 did not provide a tracking nechanism for the funding
move, the SOCEUR conptroller notified USEUCOM of the
i mportance that SOCEUR receive the entire funding nove for
FY02- 07 headquarters support. USEUCOM refused to transfer
any MFP-2 funds to SOCEUR and intended to continue the cost
transfer process. However, USEUCOM assured SOCEUR that the
full nmve would be allocated for SOCEUR headquarters
support requirenents and that “.they [USEUCOM are running
a ‘checkbook’ to see what they spend in our [SOCEUR]
support.” [ Ref. 25] This means that USEUCOM woul d not
“tax” the funding nove and that SOCEUR woul d receive 100%
of the MFP-2 dollars noved from USSOCOM

By identifying the anount of the funding nove for
SOCEUR headquarters costs, PBD 081 provided the SOCEUR
conmptroller with a baseline m ninmum for SOCEUR headquarters
support requirenents. Al though USEUCOM m ght accept future
cost transfer obligations that exceed the anounts noved for
SOCEUR headquarters support in PBD 081, SOCEUR now has
visibility on a quantifiable amunt of MP-2 funds
avail abl e for SOCEUR headquarters costs.

D. SPECI AL  OPERATIONS COMVAND JAONT FORCES COVIVAND
( SOCIFCOM
1. Theat er Conbat ant Command Rel ati onshi ps

SOCIFCOM i s a sub-unified command of U.S. Joint Forces
Command (USJFCOM). Figure 4 shows USJFCOM organi zati on.
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[Ref. 13:p. 2], the Navy O&M appropriation also funds
SOCJFCOM headquarters support costs.

MFP-2 funding for SOCIFCOM headquarters  support
requirenents is buried in the headquarters support budget
for USJFCOM without a separate funding |Iine. Al t hough
legally responsible for SOCIFCOM M-P-11 expenses on SO
peculiar requirenents, the SOCIFCOM conptroller is not

responsi bl e

for

SOCIFCOM MFP-2 expenses

34

on

headquarters

the sane



support requirenments. The USJFCOM conptroller retains this
| egal aut hority. For MFP-2 dollars, the SOCIFCOM
conptroller has the sane status as any other nenber on the
USJFCOM conptrol l er staff. [Ref. 27]

2. Headquarters Support Fundi ng Mechani sm

USJFCOM conptrollers treat the MP-2 funding for
SOCJFCOM  headquarters support the sanme as funding
headquarters support costs for other divisions of USIJFCOM
staff, such as the (Operations Directorate or t he
Intelligence Directorate. At the beginning of each fiscal
year, the SOCIFCOM conptroller receives a control nunber
from USJFCOM that identifies the SOCIFCOM MFP-2 budget for
headquarters support requirenments over the entire year.
However, USJFCOM keeps all SOCIJFCOM headquarters support
contained within the USIJFCOM M-P-2 budget and uses a

fundi ng approval process for nopst expenses.

To pay for headquarters support requirenments |ess than
$2,500, the SOCIFCOM conptroller uses the Governnent
Pur chase Card. USJFCOM deducts SOCIFCOM expenses charged
with the Governnent Purchase Card directly from the
SOCIFCOM MFP- 2 budget . No approval from the USJFCOM is
necessary. However, for expenses greater than $2,500,
i ncluding contracts, SOCJFCOM nust submit the docunents to
USJFCOM for approval . Subsequently, if USJFCOM supports
t he expense, the USJFCOM conptroller signs the contract (or
funds the expense) and deducts the costs from the SOCIFCOM
MFP- 2 budget. [Ref. 27]

During this process, the USJFCOM conptroller could
di sapprove a SOCIFCOM request for M-P-2 funding. In that
case, the SOCIFCOM conptroller would have to find another
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nmethod to fund the requirenent or choose not to incur the
expense. Additionally, SOCIFCOM submts POM input for
headquarters support requirenents directly to the USJFCOM
USJFCOM i medi ately rolls this subm ssion into the USJFCOM
headquarters support budget and elimnates any possible
tracking of the input by SOCIFCOM during the budget
process. [ Ref. 27] Thus, SOCIJFCOM headquarters support
beconmes part of USJFCOM headquarters support.

Thr ough experience, SOCJFCOM  has | ear ned what
headquarters support requirenments USJFCOM approves for MP-
2 funding. However, there has been a high turnover rate of
personnel on the USJFCOM staff. This means that the
informal relationship between the USJFCOM conptrol |l er staff
and the SOCIFCOM conptroller staff constantly changes.

3. SO-Pecul i ar vs. Headquarters Support

SOCJFCOM “..conducts worldwide joint SOF training and
facilitates joint integration to enhance the effectiveness
and interoperability of special operations forces in joint,
mul tinational, and interagency environnents.” [ Ref. 3]
This mssion is wunique anobng the six theater SOCs and
provi des SOCIFCOM with criteria for separating SO peculiar
costs from headquarters support costs. If a requirenent
supports a SOF training deploynent, it is SO-peculiar.
Costs related to administrative requirenments in garrison,
however, are headquarters support. These expenses do not
directly support the SOCIFCOM joint training team
Exanpl es include copiers, conputer support and garrison
contracts. [Ref. 27]

Before USD(C) released PBD 081, SOCIFCOM did not use
MFP-11 funds exclusively for SO peculiar requirenents.
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SOCJFCOM funded nobst headquarters support costs with MP-2
dollars from USJFCOM However, the lack of specific
gui dance on funding headquarters support allowed the
SOCJFCOM conptroller to supplenent headquarters support
requi renents not approved by USJFCOM with MP-11 doll ars.
[ Ref . 27] After PBD 081, USSOCOM prohibited the theater
SOCs from wusing MP-11 dollars on non-SO peculiar
requi rements. [Ref. 18]

4. FYOO Fundi ng | ssues

From the data in PBD 081, SOCIFCOM spent $710,000 of
MFP- 11 funds on headquarters support requirenments in FYO0O.
These were headquarters support costs that USIJFCOM had
di sapproved for M-P-2 funding and that SOCIFCOM had funded
with M-P-11 doll ars. USJFCOM approved $1, 190,000 in FYOO
SOCJFCOM headquarters support costs. These requirenents
were funded from the Navy O&M appropriation through
USJFCOM Table 6 shows this funding sunmary.

(Dol l ars in Thousands)

Conmand Navy USSOCOM Tot al
SOCIJFCOV 1,190 710 1, 900

Tabl e 6. FYOO SOCIFCOM Di rect Headquarters Support.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

5. Consequences of PBD 081

PBD 081 increased the MP-2 funding available for
SOCJFCOM headquarters support by nmoving $700,000 from
USSOCOM to the Navy. Table 3 in Chapter Il shows this
funding transfer. Consequently, USSOCOM reduced SOCIFCOM
MFP- 11 funds by this same anmount. The Navy distributed the
fundi ng nove for SOCIJFCOM headquarters support in PBD 081
t hrough USJFCOM Al though PBD 081 did not provide a
tracki ng mechanism for the nove, the SOCIFCOM conptroller
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has already seen a specific line itemin the USIJFCOM FY02
budget for the funding nove from USSOCOM and is confident
that SOCIFCOM will receive this headquarters support for
FY03- 07. However, USJFCOM traditionally inposes a 5%
“W thhold” on all MP-2 funds distributed to USJFCOM
commands. [Ref. 27] Thus, at the beginning of the fiscal
year, SOCIFCOM will only receive 95% of the anpunt that
USSOCOM deducted from SOCIFCOM MFP-11 funds back as MP-2
fundi ng for SOCIFCOM headquarters support.

USJFCOM shields this “wi thhold” until the end of each
fiscal year. At that tinme, all USJFCOM commands conpete
for the “withhold” to finance any unfunded requirenents
(UFRs) . [Ref. 27] This means that SOCIJFCOM coul d either
receive nore MFP-2 dollars for headquarters support UFRs
than the 5% that USJFCOM deducted or not get any of the
MFP- 2 deduction back at all.

Additionally, when the SOCIFCOM conptroller submts
future headquarters support POM inputs to USJFCOM the
anount nmay not be rolled into the USIJFCOM headquarters
support budget. Thus, future SOCIFCOM headquarters support
requirenents nmay have to conpete wth other USJFCOM
priorities, i ncl udi ng USJFCOM headquarters suppor t
requirenents.

E. SPECI AL OPERATI ONS COMVAND KOREA ( SOCKOR)

1. Theat er Conbat ant Command Rel ati onshi ps

The specific SO requirenments on the Korean Peninsula
precipitated the requirenment for U S Pacific Conmand
(USPACOM) to have two theater SOCs: Special Operations
Command Pacific (SOCPAC) and SOCKOR. However,
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..because of the unique command relationships in
Korea, SOCKOR is the only theater SOC that is not
a subordinate unified command. Established in
1988 as a functional conmponent comrand of U. S.
Forces, Korea (USFK), SOCKOR is the principal
organi zation responsible for the integration of
U S SOF in Korea. [Ref. 3]

Figure 5 shows USPACOM organi zati on.

U S. Pacific Command

( USPACOM
|
US Any Pacific U S Pacific Fleet Pacific Air Forces U S. Marine Corps
( USARPAC) H (USPACFLT) ( USPACAF) H{ Forces Pacific
( USMARFORPAC)
Special Qperations Joint Intelligence Joint Task Force- Joint Interagency
Command Pacific [{ Center Pacific Full Accounting o Task Force-West
( SOCPAC) (JICPAQ) (JTF-FA) (JI ATF- Viést )
U S. Forces Japan Al askan Conmand Center of Excellence||| Asia-Pacific Center
(USFJ) H (ALCOM (Q®) —-{for Security Studies
( APCSS)
U S. Forces Korea
(USFK) B

Special Qperations
Command Kor ea

( SOCKOR)

Fi gure 5. U.S. Pacific Conmand Organi zati on.
[From Ref. 28]

Al though USFK is a sub-unified conmand of USPACOM the
Servi ce executive agent for USFK headquarters requirenents
is the Departnent of the Arny. Thus, the Arny OM
appropriation funds SOCKOR headquarters support costs.
Funds flow fromthe Arnmy through Eighth U S. Arny (EUSA) in
Korea to SOCKOR via a Funding Authorization Docunment (FAD).
EUSA handl es MFP-2 funding for all USFK commands and SOCKOR
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headquarters support does not have a separate funding |ine
Wi thin the EUSA MFP-2 account. [Ref. 29]

2. Headquarters Support Fundi ng Mechani sm

EUSA funds SOCKOR headquarters support costs using a
fundi ng approval process. The SOCKOR conptroller nust
submt a formal request to EUSA for each headquarters
support requirenent and then wait for a FAD that permts
SOCKOR to use MP-2 dollars for that particular expense.
During this process, EUSA coul d di sapprove a SOCKCOR request
for MFP-2 funding. In that case, the SOCKOR conptroller
would have to find an alternate funding source for the

requi rement. [Ref. 29]

Additionally, The SOCKOR conptroller provides input to
the EUSA POM for future SOCKOR headquarters support
requi renments. EUSA, however, conbines headquarters support
inputs from all USFK conponent commands to neke one POM
subm ssion to the Arny for MWP-2 dollars. Al t hough EUSA
receives funding from the Arny at the beginning of the
fiscal year, the SOCKOR conptroller does not know the
amount of MP-2 funding available for SOCKOR headquarters
support.

3. SO Pecul i ar vs. Headquarters Support

SOCKOR uses the Theater SOC Support Matrix distributed
to theater SOC conptrollers by USSOCOM in April 2000 to
separate SO peculiar requirenments from headquarters support
requiremnents. This matrix divided costs into four
categories — Commobn Support, Base QOperations [ Operating]
Support, Direct Headquarters Support and Special Operations
Forces (SOF) Operational Requirenents — and designated the
financial responsibility for each cost. The Theater SOC
Support Matrix is included as Appendix A Accor di ngly,
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SOCKOR uses MFP-11 dollars to finance SO peculiar costs and
requests MP-2 dollars from EUSA to finance headquarters
support costs. [Ref. 29]

4. FYOO Fundi ng | ssues

From the data in PBD 081, SOCKOR spent $99, 000 of M-P-
11 funds on headquarters support requirenents in FYOO.
EUSA approved funding for $1,438,000 in FYO0O SOCKOR
headquarters support costs. These requirenents were funded
by the Arnmy O&M appropriation through EUSA. Table 7 shows

this funding sumary.

(Dollars in Thousands)
Command Ar ny USSOCOM Tot al
SOCKOR 1,438 99 1, 537

Table 7. FYOO SOCKOR Direct Headquarters Support.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]
5. Consequences of PBD 081
PBD 081 increased the MP-2 funding available for
SOCKOR headquarters support by noving $100, 000 from USSOCOM
to the Arny. Table 3 in Chapter 1l shows this funding
transfer. Consequently, USSOCCOM reduced SOCKOR MFP-11

funds by this sane anount.

Al t hough PBD 081 did not provide a tracking nechani sm
for the nove, the SOCKOR conptroller received a funding
letter from EUSA Headquarters Activity that allocated the
funds from USSOCOM t o SOCKOR headquarters support for FYO2-
07. However, SOCKOR received its FY02 M-P-2 funding
through two different funding paths. SOCKOR recei ved
$180, 000 fromthe Arnmy through EUSA. This distribution was
consistent with historical amunts SOCKOR has received for

headquarters support. In addition, the Arny distributed
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the $100,000 funding move from USSOCCOM through an Arnmny
Managenent Headquarters Activities account owned by
USPACOM Al t hough EUSA conptrollers traditionally “tax” 5%
of all MP-2 funds, the EUSA funding letter showed that
SOCKOR would receive the entire FYO2 funding nove from
USSOCOM for headquarters support w thout reduction. The
SOCKOR comptroller is not sure if this rare tax exenption

will continue in the out years. [Ref. 29]

Significantly, the EUSA funding letter also provided
the SOCKOR conptroller with a baseline mninmm anmount for
SOCKOR headquarters support requirements. Al t hough EUSA
m ght approve requests for future headquarters support that
exceed the amounts nmoved in PBD 081 for FY02-07, SOCKOR
finally has visibility on a quantifiable anmunt of MP-2
funds avail abl e for SOCKOR headquarters costs.

F. SPECI AL OPERATI ONS COMVAND PACI FI C ( SOCPAC)

1. Theat er Conbat ant Command Rel ati onshi ps

SOCPAC is a sub-unified conmmand of U S. Pacific
Command (USPACOM). Figure 6 shows USPACOM organi zati on.

The Service executive agent for USPACOM headquarters
requirenents is the Departnment of the Navy. Si nce DoDD
5100.3 assigned headquarters support responsibility for
conmbat ant conmand subordinate joint commands to the sane
Servi ce executive agent as the respective conbatant command
[Ref. 13:p. 2], the Navy O&M appropriation also funds
SOCPAC headquarters support costs. The M-P-2 funding for
SOCPAC headquarters support requirenents has a separate
line item in the USPACOM budget. This nmeans the SOCPAC
conptroller can easily identify M-P-2 funding budgeted for
SOCPAC headquarters support. [Ref. 30]
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headquarters support costs for that vyear. The SOCPAC
conptroller then loads the M-P-2 dollars into the SOCPAC
accounting system and draws off the balance to fund
headquarters support requirenents throughout the year. The
SOCPAC conptroller has the authority to ensure the MP-2
funds are used ©properly. Additionally, the SOCPAC
conptroller plans to submt input for the FY0O4 POM through
USPACOM f or future SOCPAC headquarters support. [Ref. 30]

3. SO Pecul i ar vs. Headquarters Support

Bef ore and during FYO0, SOCPAC did not separate SOCPAC
headquarters support costs from SO peculiar costs and
funded any headquarters support requirenents that were not
covered by USPACOM with SOCPAC M-P-11 dollars. To
determ ne whether a cost is SO peculiar, SOCPAC assesses
whet her the requirenent is associated with deploynent away
from SOCPAC garrison headquarters. Costs supporting
depl oynents are SO peculiar. This covers all travel by
SOCPAC personnel excluding Service-common school s. SOCPAC
uses MFP-11 dollars to finance these requirenents. Cost s
not associated wth deploynents are headquarters support
costs. After USSOCOM prohibited the theater SOCs from
using MP-11 dollars on non-SO-peculiar requirenments in
February 2001 [Ref. 18], SOCPAC began fundi ng headquarters
support cost with MFP-2 funds. [Ref. 30]

4. FYOO Fundi ng I ssues

From the data in PBD 081, SOCPAC spent $710,000 of
MFP- 11 funds on headquarters support requirenents in FYOO.
USPACOM financed $1,450,000 of FYO0O SOCPAC headquarters
support costs. These requirenments were funded by the Navy
O&M appropriation through USPACOM Table 8 shows this

fundi ng sumary.
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(Dol l'ars in Thousands)

Conmmand Navy USSOCOM Tot al
SOCPAC 1, 450 710 2,160

Tabl e 8. FYOO SOCPAC Direct Headquarters Support.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

5. Consequences of PBD 081
PBD 081 increased the MP-2 funding available for
SOCPAC headquarters support by noving $800, 000 from USSOCOM

to the Navy. Table 3 in Chapter 1l shows this funding
transfer. Consequently, USSOCCOM reduced SOCPAC WMFP-11
funds by this sane anount. Si nce SOCPAC previously had

used MFP-11 dollars on headquarters support, the nove and

the reduction effectively cancell ed each ot her out.

The Navy distributed the funding nove for FY02 SOCPAC
headquarters support in PBD 081 through U S. Pacific Fleet
( USPACFLT) . USPACFLT is the Naval conponent conmand of
USPACOM Al t hough SOCPAC received the MP-2 funds from
USPACFLT via MPR wthout issue, the Navy plans to
distribute future funds for SOCPAC headquarters support
t hrough USPACOM In addition, USPACOM conptrollers have
assured SOCPAC that they will not “tax” any portion of the
MFP- 2 fundi ng. [Ref. 30] This means SOCPAC will receive
100% of the anmpbunt USSOCOM reduced from SOCPAC MFP- 11 funds

back as MFP-2 funds for headquarters support costs.

By identifying the funding nove anount for SOCPAC
headquarters costs, PBD 081 gave SOCPAC conptroller
visibility of SOCPAC MP-2 funding within the USPACOM
headquarters support budget. This means SOCPAC wi |l have
the opportunity to conpete for future SOCPAC MFP-2 funding
wi thin USPACOM G ven the close working relationship with
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the USPACOM conptroller staff, the SOCPAC conptroller

bel i eves future SOCPAC headquarters support costs wll be
sufficiently funded with MP-2 dollars through USPACOM
[ Ref . 30]

G SPECI AL OPERATI ONS COMVAND SOUTH ( SOCSOUTH)

1. Theat er Conbat ant Conmand Rel ati onshi ps

SOCSQUTH is a sub-unified comand U 'S,  Southern
Command ( USSQUTHCOM) . Fi gure 7 shows USSOUTHCOM
or gani zat i on.

U.S. Sout hern Command

(UssautHCoM
I
U S Arny South U S. Naval Forces U.S. Sout hern Command U.S. Marine Corps
(USARSO Sout hern Command Air Forces Forces South
(USNAVSQUTH) ( SQUTHAF) ( USMARFORSQUTH)
Speci al Cperations Joi nt | nteragency Joint Task Force Joint Southern
Conmand Sout h Task For ce- East Bravo Survei | [ ance
( SOCSOUTH) (JI ATF- East) (JTF-Bravo) Qperations Center

Figure 7. U. S. Sout hern Command Organi zati on.
[From Ref. 31]

The Servi ce executive agent for USSOUTHCOM
headquarters requirenments is the Departnent of the Arny.
Si nce DoDD 5100. 3 assi gned headquarters support
responsibility for conbatant command subordinate joint
commands to the same Service executive agent as the
respective conbatant command [Ref. 13:p. 2], the Arny O8M
appropriation also funds SOCSOUTH headquarters support
costs. The MFP-2 funding for SOCSOUTH headquarters support
requirenents is distributed through U S Arny  South
(USARSO) and has a separate line itemin the USARSO budget.
This nmeans the SOCSOUTH conptroller can easily identify
MFP- 2 fundi ng budgeted for SOCSOUTH headquarters support.
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USARSO al so handles the headquarters support requirenents
for USSOUTHCOM [Ref. 32]

The SOCSOUTH conptroller has continued a | ong-standing
cohesive and productive working relationship wth the
USARSO conptroller staff. Thus, there are virtually no
barriers between USARSO and SOCSOQUTH concerning funding
SOCSQUTH headquarters support requirenents. There is no
formal instruction defining this process because, “.this is
the way the Arny takes care of things [headquarters
support] w thin SOUTHCOM ” [ Ref. 32] Additionally, the
USARSO deputy conptroller is a civilian that has previously
worked for USARSO in a mlitary capacity and has naintai ned
a close relationship wth SOCSOUTH. However, this
arrangenent could easily change if there are personnel
changes at either command. [Ref. 32]

2. Headquarters Support Fundi ng Mechani sm

SOCSQUTH recei ves MFP- 2 f undi ng for budget ed
headquarters support requirenments through a FAD from USARSO
on a quarterly basis. The SOCSOUTH conptroller believes
that USARSO “taxes” all MP-2 funds by about 30% Thi s
“tax” is kept by USARSO and never distributed to SOCSOUTH,
yet has not prevented SOCSOUTH from fully funding its

headquarters support costs. The SOCSQUTH conptroller
executes the SOCSOUTH budget and spends MP-2 dollars on
headquarters support costs. Addi tionally, the SOCSOUTH

conptroller regularly participates in the USARSO POV
process to procure funding for future SOCSOUTH headquarters
support requirements. [Ref. 32]
3. SO Pecul i ar vs. Headquarters Support
SOCSQUTH has no formal instruction or nmethod to
separate SO peculiar requirenments from headquarters support
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costs. The SOCSQUTH conptroller relies on historical data
and common sense for determining which costs are for
headquarters support and require MP-2 funding. Exanpl es
i nclude headquarters conputers, comon  supplies, and
mai nt enance. MFP-11 dollars are wused for SO peculiar
equi pnrent, travel and training. After sending SOCSOUTH t he
MFP-2 FAD each quarter, USARSO does not question SOCSOUTH
MFP-2 spending on budgeted headquarters support costs.
[ Ref. 32]

4. FYOO Fundi ng | ssues

From the data in PBD 081, SOCSQUTH did not spend any
MFP- 11 funds on headquarters support requirenents in FYOO.
The Arny O8M appropriation financed all $3,851, 000 of
SOCSOQUTH FYOO0 headquarters support wth MP-2 funds
di stributed through USARSO Table 9 shows this funding

sunmary.

(Dol lars in Thousands)

Conmand Ar ny USSOCOM Tot al
SOCSOUTH 3, 851 0 3,851

Tabl e 9. FYOO SOCSQUTH Direct Headquarters Support.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

5. Consequences of PBD 081

PBD 081 had no inpact on SOCSOUTH. The SOCSOUTH
conmptroller already had been separating SO peculiar
requi rements from headquarters support requirenents and had
spent no M-P-11 funds on headquarters support in FYOO.
Thus, PBD 081 did not nmove any funds from USSOCOM to the
Arny for SOCSOUTH headquarters support and USSOCOM did not
alter the SOCSOUTH MFP- 11 budget.
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H. SUMVARY

Each geographic theater presents unique requirenents
and chal |l enges. The theater conbatant commands have
tailored staff relationships and procedures around the
necessities and nuances of the regions. To ensure
financial transactions occur in a tinely and proper
fashion, formal guidelines and docunents are essential.
Al t hough PBD 081 identified Service executive agents as the
source of theater special operations command headquarters
support funding, the decision did not clarify or formalize
the distribution route for theater SOC MFP-2 doll ars.

The anbiguity of the funding nechanismfor theater SOC
headquarters support requirenents allowed the theater SOCs
to develop wunique scenarios for financing headquarters
support costs. The funding relationships are not
formalized at the theater conbatant command |evel and are
of ten driven by Service culture and conptroller
proclivities. Thus, many of the theater SOC M-P-2 funding
arrangenents coul d change because of personnel rotations on
the theater conbatant command staff or the theater SOC
staff. Table 10 conpares the headquarters support funding
environnments at the six theater SOCs.
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SOCCENT SOCEUR SOCIFCOM| SOCKOR | SOCPAC SOCSOUTH
gx;gm USCENTCOM | USEUCOM USJFCOM | USPACOM | USPACOM | USSOUTHCOM
Service EA Air Force | Arny Navy Ar ny Navy Ar ny
Formal MFP-2 1\, No No No No No
Fundi ng Fl ow
MFP- 2
Di stribution| 11" Wng | USEUCOM USJFCOM | EUSA USPACOM | USARSO
Command
MFP- 2 Cost Annual
Di stribution %Zg erly Transfers | Control Ff‘?efner ﬁ\ﬂnggal S;B” erly
Met hod per Item | Nunbers
Separ at e
MFP- 2 Yes No No No Yes Yes
Fundi ng Line
MFP- 2
Spendi ng No Yes Yes Yes No No
Approval per
Item
Submit MFP-2 | Not
POM | nput Def i ned No Yes Yes Yes Yes
SO vs. HQ SO SCC Hi st ori cal
Met hod None SO Travel Tr avel Support | None SO
Pre- PBD 081 Matri x Criteria
SO vs. HQ SOC SO SOC SO Hi st ori cal
Met hod Support SO Travel Tr avel Suppor t Tr avel SO
Post-PBD 081 | Matri x Mat ri x Criteria
FYOO MFP-11
on HQ Costs | $353 $517 $710 $99 $710 None
(Thousands)

FYO0O MFP- 2
on HQ Costs | $425 $1, 956 $1, 190 $1,438 | $1,450 | $3,851
(Thousands)
PBD 081
Fundi ng Move | $800 $500 $700 $100 $800 None
(Thousands)
MFP- 2 Tax by
Distribution | 16% None 5% None None 30%
Conmmand
PBD 081 Move
| npact on None gggouce E;)duce None None None
MFP- 11 Fund

Tabl e 10. Conpari son of Theater SOC Headquarters Support

Fundi ng.
Significant variations anmong the theater SOCs include

t hat :

MFP-2 funds conme from different

agent appropriations;
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The respective theater conbatant conmand does not
distribute MFP-2 funding for SOCCENT, SOCKOR and
SOCSQUTH

Each theater SOC receives its MP-2 funding via
six different distribution nmechanisns: quarterly
OBADs, cost transfer per item annual control
nunbers, FAD per item annual MPRs and quarterly
FADs;

The respective distribution command “taxes” MP-2
funding for SOCCENT and SOCSOUTH and inposes a
“w t hhol d” on SOCIFCOM MFP- 2 fundi ng;

The MFP-2 dollars for SOCEUR, SOCJFCOM and SOCKOR
do not have identifiable funding lines in the
budgets of the respective distribution commands;

Bef ore spendi ng any MFP- 2 dol | ars, t he
conptrollers for SOCEUR, SOCIFCOM and SOCKOR nust
obtain approval from the respective distribution
command;

SOCCENT and SOCEUR do not have a formal way to
participate in the POM process for future
headquarters support funding.

PBD 081 did not solve the budget shortfalls in issues
relating to the funding nmechanism for theater SOC
headquarters support. In the following chapter, an
analysis of potential alternative funding nechanisns to
formalize this arrangenent and nake clear the distribution
routes fromthe source to the theater SOCs is presented.
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V. ALTERNATI VES FOR FUNDI NG THEATER SCC
HEADQUARTERS SUPPORT COSTS

A | NTRODUCTI ON

There are nunerous variations in the procedures for
f undi ng t heat er speci al oper ati ons comand ( SOO)
headquarters support costs. This chapter wll analyze

three alternative funding nmechanisns in separate sections.

Each section wll first describe the alternative. Next, it
will analyze the effect of the alternative funding nethod
on reducing the theater SOC variations identified in
Chapter 111. This analysis wll include the requirenents

for inplenmenting the alternative and any remaining barriers

to change the alternative would encounter. Each section
will then ook at the financial inpact of the alternative
on budgets and appropriations linked to theater SOC
headquarters support. Finally, this chapter wll sunmarize

the alternative funding nmechanisns in a conparison table.
B. ALTERNATI VE NUMBER 1: USSOCOM MFP-2 ACCOUNT

1. Fundi ng Mechani sm

The first alternative funding nechanism would be to
insert U'S. Special Operations Command (USSOCCOM into the
distribution chain for theater SOC headquarters support
funding by establishing a Mjor Force Program (MP)-2
account at USSOCCOM  The funds would flow from the Service
appropriations to the USSOCOM MFP-2 account. Subsequently,
USSOCOM woul d distribute the MFP-2 dollars to the theater

SOCs for headquarters support costs. USSOCCOM  coul d
distribute the MP-2 funds to the theater SOCs using
quarterly Funding Authorization Docunents (FADs). Thi s
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procedure would mrror the nechani sm USSOCOM currently uses
to distribute theater SOC MFP- 11 dol |l ars.

The theater SOCs would al so submt future headquarters
support requirenents directly to USSOCOM for participation
in the Program Cbjective Menorandum (POM) process. Si nce
the MFP-2 dollars would still come from Service Qperations
and Mai ntenance (O&\V) appropriations, USSOCOM woul d have to
group the theater SOC inputs by assigned Service executive
agent and then nake separate POM subm ssions to the three
Servi ces. For exanple, USSOCOM woul d combine inputs for
future headquarters support costs from Special Operations
Command  Joi nt Forces Command (SOCJFCOM) and  Speci al
Operations Conmand Pacific (SOCPAC) to nmke a single
subm ssion to the Departnent of the Navy.

2. Ef fect on Reduci ng Theater SOC Vari ations

Alternative No. 1 would elimnate alnost all the
existing variations in the theater SOC funding nechanisns
identified in Chapter I1I1l1. Although the three Service O&M
appropriations would remain as the sources of funding
theater SOC headquarters support costs, all MP-2 funds
would now be distributed to the theater SOCs through a
singl e command: USSOCOM I f USSOCOM distributes the MP-2
dollars using FADs on a quarterly basis, the theater SOCs
would receive their funding in a uniform mnner. The
quarterly FAD distribution wuld also elimnate any
requi renent for theater SOC conptrollers to seek approval
from USSOCOM on i ndi vi dual headquarters support
requi renents. The theater SOC conptrollers would nanage
theater SOC MFP-2 dollars the same way USSOCOM currently
allows the conptrollers to nanage theater SOC MP-11
dol | ars.
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Significantly, USSOCOM currently does not create a
reserve by “taxing” the MP-11 dollars that it distributes
to the theater SOCs. [Ref. 11] If theater SOC M-P-2
funding also flows through USSOCOM these funds would not
be subject to the “taxes” or “w thholds” inposed by the
distribution commands identified in Chapter 111. Thi s
means the theater SOCs would receive nore MFP-2 funding for
headquarters support requirenents. In the case of SOCCENT,
however, the Departnment of the Air Force creates a reserve
at the Service |evel. Consequently, SOCCENT MFP-2 funds

woul d probably still be reduced.

In addition, USSOCCOM would have the authority to give
each t heat er SOC  headquarters support budget an
identifiable funding line within the USSOCOM MFP-2 account.
Thus, al | theater SOC conptrollers would now have
visibility of their headquarters support budgets. Thi s
alternative also clearly defines the subm ssion process for
future theater SOC headquarters support requirenents.
USSOCOM would now be the advocate for theater SCC
headquarters support costs at the Service |evel.

3. | mpl ement ati on Requi renents

To inplenment Alternative No. 1, Under Secretary of
Def ense (Conmptroller) (USD(C)) would have to issue a
Program Budget Decision (PBD) that established an MP-2
account for USSOCOM and that redefined the flow of MP-2
funds for theater SOC headquarters support costs. Thus,
the PBD would have to direct the Services to distribute
theater SOC headquarters support funding from Service O8M
appropriations to USSOCOM [Ref. 33]
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PBD 081 (Decenber 2000) directed an anendnent to
Departnent of Defense Directive (DoDD) 5100.3 that stated,
“.the provision of such funding [theater SOC headquarters
support costs] is the responsibility of the Theater CINC to
which the SOC is assigned.” [Ref. 12:p. 20] For this
reason, a PBD that inplenmented Alternative No. 1 also nust
direct another amendment to DoDD 5100.3 that explicitly
states that the provision of funding theater SOC
headquarters support costs is the responsibility of the
Service executive agent through USSOCOM [Ref. 33] Al
citations of PBD 081 in this chapter refer to PBD 081
i ssued in Decenber 2000

4. Barriers to Change

There is no legal restriction prohibiting USSOCOM from
receiving MFP-2 funding fromthe Service O%M appropriations
for distribution to the theater SOCs. [ Ref. 10] However
funding traditionally flows along command organizational
l'ines. The theater SOCs are subordinate unified (sub-
uni fi ed) conmands of the theater conbatant comrands, not of
USSOCOoM Thus, because there is no organizational
relationship between USSOCOM and the theater SQCs,
Alternative No. 1 may create unanticipated issues between
USSOCOM and the theater SOCs in managing and budgeting
t heater SOC headquarters support funding. For exanple, if
the USSOCOM and the theater SOCs disagreed about spending
MFP-2 dollars on a particular requirenent, there would be
no nmechanism in place to resolve this difference.
Significantly, USSOCOM does distribute MP-11 dollars to
the theater SOCs wi thout an organi zational relationship in

place to act as an enforcenent tool for budgetary issues.
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This is because Section 167 of Title 10, U S. Code gives
USSocov
.authority, direction, and control over the
expenditure of [MP-11] funds - ... (ii) for
special operations forces assigned to wunified

conbat ant conmands ot her than the special
operati ons command... [Ref. 5:p. 100]

This authority allows USSOCOM to resolve any M-P-11
funding issues that may surface with the theater SOCs, but
does not extend to M-P-2 funds. Therefore, changing the
path of theater SOC MFP-2 dollars w thout changi ng theater
SOC command relationships could create budget challenges
that do not exist with MFP-11 doll ars.

5. Fi nanci al | npact

Alternative No. 1 would not inmediately affect Service
Q&M  appropri ations. This alternative preserves the
executive agent responsibilities for t heat er SQC
headquarters support costs that the existing DoDD 5100.3
(Novenber 1999) assigned to the Services. For that reason
the Services would still finance theater SOC headquarters
support. However, the POM input for future theater SOC
headquarters support requirenents would now cone through
USSOCOM to the appropriate supporting Service. USSOCOM
previously has not participated in the POM process for
Service appropriations. Thus, procedures for this
mechani sm woul d have to be defined and establi shed.

Creating an MFP-2 account at USSOCOM woul d nean that
commands currently distributing theater SOC MP-2 funds
woul d no | onger receive that MFP-2 funding from the Service
executive agent. For exanple, because U S. Joint Forces

Comrmand (USJFCOM) and U.S. Pacific Comuand (USPACOV)
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receive funding for theater SOC headquarters support as
part of their own MP-2 funding from the Navy O&M
appropriation, both wunified conmands would now receive
fewer MFP-2 dollars fromthe Navy. Instead, the Navy would
conbine the SOCIFCOM MFP-2 funds with the SOCPAC MFP-2
funds and send a single funding transfer to the new USSOCOM

MFP-2 account. USJFCOM and USPACOM would also not
i ncorporate theater SOC headquarters support into future
POM inputs for MP-2 funding. Using Fiscal Year 2000

(FYO0) data from PBD 081, Table 11 shows this funding

summary.

(Dol l ars in Thousands)

Di stributi on Command ( Theat er SQOC) M-P- 2 Budget
Headquarters, Eleventh Wng (SOCCENT) - 778
USEUCOM ( SOCEUR) - 3,851
USJFCOM ( SOCIFCOM - 2,160
Ei ghth U S. Arny (SOCKOR) - 1,537
USPACOM ( SOCPAC) - 2,437
U.S. Arny South (SOCSQOUTH) - 1,900
Tot al - 12,699
USSOCOM + 12,699

Tabl e 11. Al ternative No. 1 MFP-2 Fundi ng Summary.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

Addi tionally, managi ng an MFP-2 account woul d be a new
undertaking for USSOCOM Budget officials and conptrollers
woul d have to becone know edgeable on the MP-2 financi al
process and on the POM subm ssion process of the Arny, Navy
and Air Force. This could lead to the hiring of nore
conptrol lers at USSOCOM increased financial training and a
significant workl oad i ncrease at USSOCOM [ Ref. 20]
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C. ALTERNATI VE NUMBER 2: SEPARATE THEATER SOC PE NUMBER

1. Fundi ng Mechani sm

The second alternative would be to send MP-2 funding
for theater SOC headquarters support through the respective
t heat er conbatant command. In addition, this alternative
would direct the Service executive agents to assign a
separate Program Elenent (PE) nunber for theater SCC
headquarters support. The funds would flow from Service
appropriations to theater conbatant command M-P-2 accounts.
The theater conbatant command would then distribute the
MFP-2 dollars to the theater SOC by the traditional
mechani sm used by that particular theater conbatant

command.

Additionally, the theater SOCs would submt their
input for future headquarters support to the respective
t heater conbatant conmand for participation in the POM
process. The theater conbatant command would then be the
advocate for theater SOC headquarters support funding from
the assigned Service executive agent appropriation. For
exanpl e, USIJFCOM would include SOCIFCOM input for future
headquarters support requirenents as a separate budget item
within the USJFCOM fundi ng request to the Departnment of the
Navy. Subsequently, the Navy would identify the O&M
funding for SOCIFCOM headquarters support by a PE nunber
and would distribute the funding to USJFCOM The USJIFCOM
conptrollers would then decide how to distribute the
funding to SOCIJFCOM

2. Ef fect on Reducing Theater SOC Vari ations

Alternative No. 2 affects sone of the theater SOC
variations identified in Chapter 111. The three Service
O&M appropriations would remain the sources of theater SOC
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headquarters support funding and all the theater SOCs woul d
receive their MFP-2 dollars through the respective theater
conmbat ant commands. The theater conbatant conmands woul d
distribute MFP-2 dollars according to their own preferences
and would be able to create reserves through “taxes” or
“W t hhol ds” on theater SOC headquarters support funding.
This means the theater SOCs would receive their MP-2
dollars by various distribution mechani sns and these funds
could be reduced by the respective theater conbatant
command. Significantly, however, the PE nunbers would give
theater SOC conptrollers the capability to track their
headquarters support budgets from the POM input process

t hrough fund distribution during the entire fiscal year.

Since Alternative No. 2 places the theater conbatant
commands in the distribution chain for theater SOC MP-2
fundi ng, approval for theater SOC conptrollers to spend the
MFP-2 dollars on theater SOC headquarters support would
still be at the discretion of theater conbatant commuand.
In addition, this alternative designates the theater
conbat ant command as the advocate for theater SCC
headquarters support funding during the POM process.

3. | mpl ement ati on Requi renents

To inplement Alternative No. 2, USD(C) would have to
issue a PBD that defined the flow of theater SOC
headquarters support funding. Thus, the PBD would have to
direct the Service executive agents to distribute theater
SOC MFP-2 funds from Service O&M appropriations to the
proper theater conbatant conmands. [ Ref. 33] DoDD 5100. 3
also would have to be anended in accordance wth the
gui dance from PBD 081. Specifically, PBD 081 directed the
anmendnment for DoDD 5100.3 to read, “.the provision of such
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funding [theater SOC headquarters support costs] is the
responsibility of the Theater CINC to which the SOCC is
assigned.” [Ref. 12:p. 20] DoDD 5100. 3 renmmi ns unanended
and thus does not provide an enforcenent tool that would
require the theater conbatant commands to provide theater
SOC headquarters support funding.

Further, the amendment of DoDD 5100.3 would have to
direct the Service executive agents to assign separate PE
nunbers in the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) to O%M
funding provided to the theater conbatant commands for
theater SOC headquarters support. In My 2002, a
menor andum from USD( C) st at ed,

The CINC [ Commander in Chief] FYDP visibility can

be nost efficiently achieved by using the

exi sting Program El enment structure and assigning

attributes to the CINC O&M funding. Begi nni ng

with the FY 2004 Program and Budget Review

subm ssi on, al Conponents are to use the

attribute nethodology to provide visibility in

the FYDP for all CINC direct O&M fundi ng. [ Ref.

34]

Accordingly, the Services now assign PE nunbers in the
FYDP to any O&M funding provided for theater conbatant
command headquarters support. For exanple, the Navy now
assigns separate PE nunbers to “JFCOM HQ (USIJFCOM
headquarters  support) and to “CINCPAC HQ ( USPACOM
headquarters support). [Ref. 35] The headquarters support
funds for SOCIFCOM and SOCPAC, however, are still included
under the PE nunber assigned to the respective theater
conbat ant command headquarters  support. Thus, t he
amendnent to DoDD 5100.3 in Alternative No. 2 would extend

this FYDP visibility to the theater SOCs by requiring the
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Navy to assign PE nunmbers to SOCIFCOM headquarters support
funds and SOCPAC headquarters support funds.

4. Barriers to Change

There are no legal obstacles to Alternative No. 2.
Any resistance to inplementing this alternative would
probably come from the theater conbatant commands. [ Ref .
10] The theater conbatant commands for Special Operations
Command Central (SOCCENT), Special Operations Conmand Korea
(SOCKOR) and Special Operations Comrand South (SOCSOUTH)
currently do not participate in the distribution chain or
in the POM process for theater SOC headquarters support
costs. Those commands nay surface issues associated with
t he additional financial and personnel burdens of managing
t heater SOC MFP-2 funds.

Additionally, the data from PBD 081 shows SOCSOUTH
spent no MFP- 11 dol | ars on headquarters support
requirenents in FYO0O. Further analysis in Chapter |I1I
shows the SOCSOUTH funding mechanism is informal, yet
effective. Thus, inplenenting this Alternative No. 2 could
have unanti ci pated consequences for SOCSOUTH

5. Fi nanci al | npact

Alternative No. 2 would not inmmediately affect Service
Q&M  appropri ati ons. This alternative preserves the
executive agent responsibilities that the existing DoDD
5100. 3 (MNovenber 1999) assigned to the Services. For that
reason, the Services would still finance theater SOC
headquarters support. However, because the distribution
and POM input process paths would change for SOCCENT
SOCKOR and SOCSQUTH, the M-P-2 budgets of the respective
di stribution commands and the theater conbatant comands
al so woul d change. One notable exception would be SOCKOR
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To keep SOCKOR executive agent responsibility with the
Departnment of the Arny, SOCKOR MP-2 funds would flow
through U.S. Forces Korea (USFK). Using FYOO data from PBD
081, Table 12 shows this funding summary.

In addition, all theater SOC headquarters support
budgets nay be significantly affected by this alternative.
If the Services assign separate PE nunbers to theater SOC

headquarters support costs in the FYDP, these requirenents

will now be conpeting with the other priorities of the
t heat er conbat ant commands. Al t hough theater SOC
conptrollers will have visibility of these budgets, there

is a chance that other theater requirenents would eclipse
t heater SOC headquarters support and | eave the theater SOCs
struggling for MFP-2 fundi ng.

(Dol l ars i n Thousands)

Di stribution Command ( Theat er SQOC) M-P- 2 Budget
Headquarters, Eleventh Wng (SOCCENT) - 778
Eighth U S. Arny ( SOCKOR) - 1,537
U.S. Arny South (SOCSQUTH) - 1,900
Tot al - 4,215
USCENTCOM ( SOCCENT) + 778
USFK ( SOCKOR) + 1, 537
USSOUTHCOM ( SOCSQUTH) + 1,900
Tot al + 4,215

Tabl e 12. Al ternative No. 2 MFP-2 Funding Sunmary.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]
D. ALTERNATI VE NUMBER 3: THEATER SOCS USE MFP- 11 FUNDS
1. Fundi ng Mechani sm
The third alternative would be to allow the theater
SOCs to use MFP-11 dollars to pay for headquarters support
requirements. The funds would flow through USSOCOM and
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directly to the theater SOCs in quarterly FADS. Theat er
SOC headquarters support funding would nesh together wth
the existing funding mechanism in place for MP-11 funds
currently distributed for SO-peculiar requirenents. Thus,
the theater SOCs woul d receive one MFP-11 distribution each
guarter for all requirenents.

2. Ef fect on Reducing Theater SOC Vari ations

Alternative No. 3 would elimnate all variations in
the theater SOC funding nmechani sns for headquarters support
costs identified I n Chapter [l Service &M
appropriations would no | onger be the source of theater SOC
headquarters support funding: all theater SOC fundi ng would
come fromthe USSOCOM O&V Defense-w de (DW appropriation.
Since USSOCOM currently does not create a reserve fromthe
MFP-11 dollars it distributes to the theater SOCs |[Ref.
11], theater SOC headquarters support funds would not be
subject to the “taxes” or “wthholds” inposed by the
current distribution conmmands identified in Chapter 111.
This neans all theater SOCs would receive headquarters

support fundi ng wi thout reducti ons.

Addi tionally, USSOCOM could naintain the existing MP-
11 distribution mechanism of issuing FADs to the theater
SOCs on a quarterly basis. Quarterly FADs elimnate the
requi renent for theater SOC conptrollers to seek approval
for individual headquarters support requirenents and all ows
t heater SOC conptrollers to manage all theater SOC fundi ng.
Theater SOC M-P-11 dollars already have identifiable
funding lines wthin the USSOCOM MP-11 budget. Thi s
alternative ensures t heat er SOC conptrollers have
visibility of all theater SOC funding and have USSOCOM as
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an advocate for all funding requirenents during the POM
process.

3. | npl enent ati on Requirenents

To inplenment Alternative No. 3, USD(C) would have to
issue a PBD that realigned theater SOC headquarters support
funding from the Service O&M appropriations to the USSOCOM
&M DW appropri ati on. Additionally, this PBD would have
to direct USSOCOM to distribute this supplenmentary funding

to the theater SOCs for headquarters support requirenents.

USD(C) would also have to change the funding
responsibilities in DoDD 5100. 3. The directive currently
st at es,

.the Commander in Chief of the U S. Special

Operations Conmand shall program and budget for
the SO peculiar [ speci al oper ati ons-peculiar]

support of the headquarters of the theater

Speci al Operations Commands and other joint

special operations conmands established wthin
the Conbatant Commands..the supporting Mlitary
Departnments shall program and budget for the
Servi ce-conmon support of these joint SO
headquarters. [Ref. 13:p. 3]

Thus, DoDD 5100.3 would have to be anended to state
t hat USSOCOM shal |l al so program and budget for theater SCC
headquarters support requirenents for which funds have been
transferred fromthe Services to USSOCOM

4. Barriers to Change

Alternative No. 3 would face significant |egal and

phi | osophi cal obstacl es. Chapter Il listed the uses of
MFP- 11 dollars from Section 167 of Title 10, U S. Code to
i nclude, “.developing and acquiring special operations-

peculiar equi prent and acquiring special oper ati ons-

peculiar material, supplies and services.” [Ref. 5:p. 103]
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Amending DoDD 5100.3 to add theater SOC headquarters
support costs to USSOCOM responsibilities inplies USSOCOM
would wuse MP-11 funds for theater SOC headquarters
support. This nmeans theater SOC headquarter support costs
would be considered “special operations-peculiar” (SO
peculiar). However, Joint Publication 3-05 defines “SO

peculiar” as,

Equi prment , mat eri al , suppl i es, and services
required for special operations mssion support
for which there is no broad conventional
requirement. This includes the standard itens
used by other DOD forces but nodified for special
operations forces (SOF); itens initially designed
for, or wused by, SOF until adapted for use as

Servi ce-conmon by other DOD forces; and itens
approved by the Commander in Chief, US Special
Operations Conmmand (USClI NCSCOC) as critically
urgent for the immediate acconplishment of a
speci al operations mssion but not normally
procured by USCINCSOC, [Ref. 6:p. G.-10]

Al t hough an argunment could be made that theater SOC
headquarters support costs are “equipnent, mat eri al ,
supplies, and services required for special operations
m ssion support,” headquarters support <costs also have
conventional requirenents. For exanple, the secure | ocal
area network (SLAN) conputer system installed at Special
Oper ati ons Conmmand Europe (SOCEUR) is used by SO personnel
and directly supports SO m ssions. However, there is also
a conventional requirenent for the SLAN throughout the
mlitary. Thus, the SLAN is not “SO peculiar” and one
| egal interpretation is that MP-11 dollars should not pay
for the SLAN.

To contend that “SO peculiar” is contingent upon the

activity being perforned or the personnel that require the
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support would be redefining “SO peculiar” differently from
existing |egal guidance. Consequently, anmending the
definition of *“SO-peculiar” to incorporate theater SOC
headquarters support costs may require changing U S. Code
and Joint Publication 3-05.

In addition, funding theater SOC headquarters support
with MP-11 dollars neans that all theater SOC funding
woul d cone from USSOCOM This means that all theater SOCC
f undi ng woul d flow wi t hout correspondi ng command
rel ati onshi ps. Section 167 of Title 10, U S Code gives
USSOCOM

.authority, direction, and control over the
expenditure of [MP-11] funds - ... (ii) for
special operations forces assigned to wunified
conbat ant commands ot her than the special
operations command... [Ref. 5:p. 100]

Al though this authority allows USSOCOM to resolve any
MFP-11 funding issues that may surface with the theater
SOCs, the theater SOCs are sub-unified commands of the

t heat er conbat ant command, not of USSOCOM

Thus, Alternative No. 3 would create an environnent in
which the theater SOCs work directly for the theater
conbat ant commands, yet receive all financial support from
a different unified command: USSOCOM  This situation could
precipitate unanticipated issues between the theater
conbat ant commands and USSOCOM on theater SOC funding and
resource allocation. The theater SOCs would be caught in
the mddle if problens arose.

5. Fi nanci al | npact

Alternative No. 3 would directly affect the Service
O&M appropriations and the USSOCOM O&M DW appropri ation.
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Thi s alternative el i m nat es t he executive agent

responsibilities for theater SOC headquarters support

requi rements that the existing DoDD 5100.3 (Novenber 1999)

assigned to the Services and transfers these duties to
USSOCOM For this reason, the Services would no |onger

fi nance theater SOC headquarters support costs from Service
Q&M appropri ations. In addition, POM input for future
theater SOC headquarters support would come from the
theater SOCs and feed directly into the USSOCCOM O&M DwW
appropriation.

Transferring this financial responsibility from the
Services to USSOCCOM would nean identifying the total
theater SOC headquarters support funding currently in
Service O%M appropriations. Subsequently, USD(C) would
have to nove those funds from the Services to USSOCOM
t hrough a PBD. For exanple, SOCIJFCOM and SOCPAC spent a
total (Service MFP-2 dollars and USSOCOM MFP- 11 dol | ars) of
$4, 060, 000 on headquarters support costs in FYO0O. [ Ref .
12: p. 20] Alternative No. 3 would nove this anount from
the Departnent of the Navy to USSOCOM Al ternative No. 3
would also inplement simlar noves from the Arnmy and the
Air Force to USSOCOM Using FYOO data from PBD 081, Table

13 shows this funding sunmary.

In addition, the funding noves inplenented by PBD 081
spanned FY02-07. The noves described in Alternative No. 3
shoul d al so span six fiscal years to ensure the changes in

t he appropriations have sufficient visibility in the FYDP.
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(Dol l ars in Thousands)

Appropri ati on Anount
&M - Arny - 7,861
- SOCEUR - 2,473
- SOCKOR - 1,537
- SOCSQUTH - 3,851
&M — Navy - 4,060
- SOCJFCOM - 1,900
- SOCPAC - 2,160
&M — Air Force - 778
- SOCCENT - 778
&M DW - USSOCOM + 12,699

Tabl e 13. Al ternative No. 3 Funding Summary.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]

E. SUMVARY

This chapter presented three alternatives for funding
headquarters support costs at theater special operations
commands. Al though the alternatives have several
comonal ities, the analysis also revealed significant
variations and trends. Table 14 conpares the three funding

al ternati ves.
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Al ternative

Al ternative

Al ternative

No. 1 No. 2 No. 3
Appropriation | Services O&M Servi ces Q&M Bﬁ?OCOM &M
; Est abl i sh Mandat e SOCs Al l ow SCCs to
Fundi ng
Mechani sm MFP- 2 account have separate use MFP-11
at USSOCOM PE nunbers f unds
Di stribution Conbat ant
Conmmand USSOCcoM Commands USSOCOM
i i i Combat ant
Di stribution
Mechani sm Quarterly FAD | Command Quarterly FAD

Di scretion

I dentifiable

. . Yes Yes Yes
Fundi ng Li ne
Spendi ng Combat ant
Approval per No Command No
Item Di scretion
For'ﬂm PC»A Yes Yes Yes
Submi ssi on
PBD and
DoDD 5100. 3
| npl enent ati on PBD and PBD and Amendnent ;
. DoDD 5100. 3 DoDD 5100. 3 .
Requi renent s q i Amend i Changes to:
amendmen mendnen -10 USC 167
-JP 3-05
Fundi ng path COM
Barriers to different from USCENT 10 USC 167 and
Change command pat h; USFK JP 3-05
USSOCOM USSOUTHCOM
Amount Moved
(FY0O Dol | ars) $12, 699, 000 $4, 215, 000 $12, 699, 000
MFP- 2 budget s
MFP- 2 budget s ?223?;3%
Di stribution af f ect ed: EUSA g
conmand MFP-2 | -11'" Wng )
budgets and - EUSA - USARSO
Fi nanci al - USEUCOM
Account s new USSOCOM - USARSO - USJECOM
u MFP-2 account | - USCENTCOM
Af fected ) - USPACOM
af f ect ed; - USFK .
S Service &M
Appropri ations | - USSOUTHCOM and USSOCOM
unaf f ect ed Appropri ations
&M DW
unaf f ect ed .
appropriations
af fected
Tabl e 14. Conmparison of Theater SOC Headquarters Support

Fundi ng Al ternatives.
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Commonal ities anmong the alternatives:

Elimnate anbiguity by formalizing the funding
mechani sm for theater SOC headquarters support
costs;

Provide identifiable funding lines for theater
SOC headquarters support costs;

Provide a path to participate in the POM process
for theater SOC headquarters support costs.

Vari ations anong the funding alternatives:

Appropriation for f undi ng t heat er SQC
headquarters support requirenents;

Distribution comrands for headquarters support
f unds;

Creation of reserves t hr ough “t axes” or
“W t hhol ds” by the distribution conmand;

Di stribution mechanisns for headquarters support
f unds;

Approval requirenents for spending theater SOC
headquarters support funds;

| rpl enentation requirenents for the alternative;
Barriers to changing to the alternative;
Fi nanci al inpact of the alternative.

Further, the differences in the alternatives condense
to three categories: effect on reducing the theater SOC
vari ations identified in Chapter L, barriers to
i npl enentation and financial inpact. Table 15 ranks the

alternatives in these areas.
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Alternative Al ternative Alternative
No. 1 No. 2 No. 3
Ef fect on
Reduci ng SCC M ddl e Lowest H ghest
Vari ati ons
Barriers to M ddl e Lowest Hi ghest
| mpl enrent at i on
Fi nanci al ,
| npact M ddl e Lowest H ghest

Tabl e 15. Ranki ng of Theater SOC Headquarters Support
Fundi ng Al ternati ves.

From Table 15, one trend clearly energes: the effect
the alternative has on reducing the theater SOC variations
identified in Chapter 11l is directly proportional to the
barriers for inplenentation and the financial inpact of the
alternative. This neans that the nore standardi zed across
the theater SOCs the alternative nmakes this funding
mechani sm the greater the inplenentation obstacles and the
nore substantial the ensuing financial inpact.

All of the alternatives appear to be inprovenents over
t he exi sting funding nmechanismfor theater SOC headquarters
support costs. None of the alternatives will please all of
t he stakehol ders invol ved. However, each of these three
formal funding arrangenents provides an enforcenent tool
that ensures the theater SOCs have a clearly defined
mechani sm to resource their headquarters support
requirenments. The following chapter will present the best

al ternati ve.
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V. CONCLUSI ONS

A | NTRODUCTI ON

The current funding nechanism for theater special
operations conmmnd (SOC) headquarters support costs is
i nadequately supported by |egal guidance. As explained in
Chapter 11, existing legislation and policy docunents do
not formalize theater SOC funding relationships to provide
an enforcement tool that ensures the theater SOCs can
properly resource their headquarters support requirenents.
The conparative analysis of the six theater SOCs made in
Chapter 11l showed that the anbiguity of this funding
mechani sm allowed the theater SOCs to develop unique
scenari os for fi nanci ng headquarters support.
Subsequently, Chapter |V presented and analyzed three

fundi ng alternati ves.

This chapter will conclude that the best alternative
for funding theater SOC headquarters support costs fromthe
options presented in Chapter 1V is Alternative No. 2:
assi gn separate Program El enent (PE) nunbers to theater SOC
headquarters support funding and distribute the funds
through the respective theater conbatant commands. Next ,
this chapter will draw additional general conclusions from
t he anal ysis conducted during this research. Finally, this
chapter wll answer the research questions listed in
Chapter | and wll suggest areas of further study
associated with this thesis.

B. SPECI FI C CONCLUSI ONS
Al three alternatives presented in Chapter IV would

formali ze t he fundi ng mechani sm  for t heat er SOC
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headquarters support costs. However, the Chapter |V
summary also identified a relation between the effect of
the alternative on reducing variations anong theater SOC
funding nechanisns and the barriers to inplenentation and
financial inpact of the alternative. This nmeans that the
nore standardized across the theater SOCs the selected
alternative makes the funding nechanism the greater the
i npl enentation obstacles and the nore substantial the
ensuing financial inpact. Therefore, since all three
alternatives would inprove the existing theater SOC fundi ng
nmechani sm for headquarters support by formalizing the
process, the best choice is the option that would face the
| onest inplenmentation obstacles and woul d cause the m ni num

financial inpact: Alternative No. 2.

Alternative No. 2 wuld nmandate that the Services
assign separate PE nunbers to theater SOC headquarters
support in the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) and
distribute theater SOC Major Force Program (MP)-2 funds
through the respective theater conbatant conmands. To
i npl ement Alternative No. 2, Under Secretary of Defense
(Conptroller) (USD(C)) would have to issue a Program Budget
Decision (PBD) that defined the flow of theater SCC
headquarters support funding. Thus, the PBD would have to
direct the Service executive agents to distribute theater
SOC MFP-2 funds from Service Operations and Mintenance
(OC&\) appropriations to the proper theater conbatant
commands. [ Ref. 33] Departnent of Defense Directive
(DoDD) 5100.3 also would have to be anended in accordance
with the guidance from PBD 081. Al citations of PBD 081
in this chapter refer to PBD 081 issued in Decenber 2000.

Specifically, PBD 081 directed the anmendnent for DoDD
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5100.3 to read, “.the provision of such funding [theater
SOC headquarters support costs] is the responsibility of
the Theater CINC to which the SOC is assigned.” [Ref. 12:p.
20]

Alternative No. 2 would not elimnate all variations
anong the theater SOCs identified in Chapter 111. The
specific surviving variations are described in Chapter 1V,
Section B, Sub-section 2. Significantly, Alternative No. 2
woul d al l ow the Services and the theater conbatant commands
to create reserves through “taxes” or “w thholds” on
theater SOC headquarters support funds. However, the
amount of the "taxes” or “w thholds” could vary across the
Services and the conbatant comuands. This neans the
theater SOCs mght receive different percentages of the
MFP-2 dollars intended for headquarters support funding in
t he Service O%M appropriations.

Alternative No. 2, however, would distribute theater
SOC MP-2 funding along command organization paths.
Recalling from Chapter 11 that the theater SOCs, except
Speci al Operations Command Korea (SOCKCOR), are subordinate
unified (sub-unified) comands of the theater conbatant
commands, this option would position the theater conbatant
commands to resolve budget issues surrounding theater SOC
headquarters support. Thus, the budget authority for
t heater SOC headquarters support would be in alignnment with

t heater SOC command aut hority.

In summary, Alternative No. 2 is the best option for

f our reasons:

Al ternative No. 2 formalizes t he fundi ng
mechani sm for theater SOC headquarters support
requiremnents;
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Alternative No. 2 faces the l|owest barriers to
i npl ement ati on anong the three alternatives;

Alternative No. 2 causes the mninmm financial
i npact anmong the three alternatives;

Alternative No. 2 aligns budget authority for
t heater SOC headquarters support with theater SCC
command aut hority.

C. GENERAL CONCLUSI ONS
Alternative No. 2, which would assign separate PE
nunbers to theater SOC headquarters support funding and

woul d distribute the funds through the respective theater

conmbat ant  conmands, is the best alternative funding
mechani sm for t heat er SQC headquarters support
requi renents. Anmbi guity and lack of formalized funding

responsibilities for theater SOC headquarters support
precipitated the need for identifying this alternative.
However, budget issues caused by inadequate |egal guidance
may not be exclusive to the theater SCCs. O her commands
may face simlar issues surrounding the interpretation of

fundi ng nmechani sns or financial responsibilities.

In these situations, five questions fromthis research
provi de information for anal ysi s in selecting an
alternative fundi ng mechani sm

Does the alternative formalize the funding
mechani sn?

Does the alternative standardize the funding
mechani snf?

What are the barriers to change for the
alternative?

What is the financial inpact of the alternative?

Does the alternative place the funding nechani sm
in alignment with command aut hority?
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Every funding situation wll be unique. These
questions are not conprehensive netrics for identifying
al ternative fundi ng nechani sns. Rather, they are suggested
to establish a baseline for further analysis.

D. ANSVERS TO RESEARCH QUESTI ONS

1. VWhat Is the Best Alternative for Funding Theater
SOC Headquarters Support Costs?

Chapt er IV anal yzed three alternative funding
mechani sns for theater SOC headquarters support costs.
Alternative No. 2, which would mandate that the Services
assign separate PE nunbers to theater SOC headquarters
support in the FYDP and distribute the funds through the
respective theater conbatant commands, is the best option.
Section B of this chapter provides additional support for
t hi s concl usi on.

2. How Do the Theater SQCs Currently Fund
Headquarters Support Costs?

The six theater SOCs have devel oped i ndividual funding
mechani sns for headquarters support costs. Chapter 111
makes a conparative anal ysis of these funding arrangenents.

3. Wy Did the Theater SOCs Use M-P-11 Dollars to
Fund Headquarters Support Costs in FY00?

Data from PBD 081 shows that five of the six theater
SOCs used MFP-11 dollars for headquarters support costs in
Fi scal Year 2000 (FYO0O). Speci al Operations Comrand South
(SOCSQUTH) was the |one exception. Reasons for spending
MFP-11 funds on headquarters support requirenents varied
anong the theater SOCs and are explained in Chapter 111.

4. Should the Theater SOC Funding Mechanism for
Headquarters Support Costs Be Unifornf

By inplenenting Alternative No. 3 from Chapter 1V,
which would allow the theater SOCs to use MFP-11 dollars to
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fund headquarters support costs, the theater SOC funding
mechani sms would be uniform However, the Chapter [V
summary al so points out that the nore standardi zed across
the theater SOCs the selected alternative nmakes this
fundi ng mechanism the greater the inplenmentation obstacles
and the nore substantial the ensuing financial inpact.
This neans that although Alternative No. 3 would nmake
theater SOC funding mechanisns uniform this alternative
woul d face the nost significant barriers to inplenentation
and would cause the highest financial inpact anong the

t hree options.

As described in Section B of this chapter, since all
the alternatives presented in Chapter 1V formalize the
fundi ng nechani sm for theater SOC headquarters support, the
best alternative is the option with the |owest obstacles to
i mpl enent ati on and t he m ni num fi nanci al i mpact :
Alternative No. 2. Thus, while Alternative No. 2 does not
conpl etely standardize this theater SOC fundi ng nmechani sm
it does provide the enforcenent tool necessary to ensure
theater SOCs <can properly resource their headquarters
support requirenents.

5. What Authority is Required to Mke Changes in
Fundi ng Theater SOC Headquarters Support Costs?

| mpl ementation requirenents vary anong the three
al ternatives. Alternative No. 1, which would establish a
U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM) MP-2 account,
would require USD(C) to issue a PBD and to anend DoDD
5100.3. Alternative No. 2, which would assign separate PE
nunmbers to theater SOC headquarters support funding and

woul d distribute the funds through the respective theater
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conmbat ant comuands, also would require USD(C) to issue a
PBD and to anmend DoDD 5100. 3.

Alternative No. 3, which would allow the theater SCCs
to use MFP-11 dollars for headquarters support costs, has
the sanme requirenents for USD(C) as Alternative Nos. 1 and
2: issue a PBD and anend DoDD 5100. 3. Addi tionally,
Alternative No. 3 would require anending the definition of
“speci al operations-peculiar” to include theater SOC
headquarters support costs. This nodification would
require the Joint Chiefs of Staff to revise Joint
Publication 3-05 and the Congress to change Section 167 of
Title 10, U S. Code. Chapter |1V makes a conparative
analysis of the three alternatives and provi des additional
eval uation of the inplenentation requirenents and barriers
t o change.

6. Wat is the Financial Inpact of Alternative
Fundi ng Mechanisns for Theater SOC Headquarters
Support Costs?

Fi nanci al inpact varied anong the three alternatives.
Alternative No. 1, which would establish a USSOCOM M-P-2
account, would not affect Service O&M appropriations.
Using FYOO figures, the alternative would change the route
of $12,699,000 in total headquarters support funding from
the six current distribution commands to the USSOCOM MFP-2

account before final distribution to the theater SOCs.

Alternative No. 2, which would assign separate PE
nunbers to theater SOC headquarters support funding and
woul d distribute the funds through the respective theater
conmbatant commands, also would not affect Service OM
appropriations. This alternative would affect the funding

mechani sns for Speci al Oper ati ons Command Centra
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(SOCCENT), SOCKOR and SOCSOUTH. Using FYOO figures, the
alternative would change the route of $4,215,000 in total
headquarters support funding from the current distribution
commands of these three theater SOCs to the appropriate
t heat er conbatant commands before final distribution to the
t heater SQOCs. In the wunique case of SOCKOR command
rel ati onships, the funds would flow through U. S. Forces
Korea (USFK) before reachi ng SOCKOR.

Alternative No. 3 would allow the theater SOCs to use
MFP-11 dollars for headquarters support costs. Using FY0O
figures, the alternative would nove $12,699,000 in total
headquarters suppor t f undi ng from Service &M
appropriations to t he USSOCOM &M Def ense-wi de
appropriation before direct distribution to the theater
SCCs. Chapter |V presents a conparative analysis of the
three alternatives and provides additional fi nanci al
eval uati on. Table 16 summarizes the financial inpact of

the alternatives.

Al ternative Al ternative Al ternative
No. 1 No. 2 No. 3
Anmpbunt Moved
(FY0O Dol lars) |$12,699,000 |$4,215 000 | $12,699,000
Type of MFP- 2 MFP- 2 T
Fundi ng Account s Account s Appropri ations

Tabl e 16. Fi nanci al I npact of Theater SOC Headquarters
and Support Funding Alternatives.
[From Ref. 12:p. 20]
E. SUGGESTED FURTHER STUDI ES
1. Theat er SOC Command Rel ati onshi ps
This research would exam ne theater SOC designations
as sub-unified conmands of the theater conbatant conmands.

This analysis would determ ne whether the existing theater
80



SOC conmand rel ationshi ps support the nost efficient and
effective way to fight and fund special operations
m ssi ons. Research on this topic also should include an
evaluation of theater SOC m ssions, alternative command
structures and current world climte.

2. USSOCOM as a Supported Comand

The Uni fied Conmmand Pl an states USSOCOM

responsibilities include, *“.command of selected special
operations mssions if directed to do so by the President
or Secretary of Defense.” [Ref. 36:p. 14] This research

would analyze the command relationships and funding
inplications if USSOCOM is permanently designated as a
supported comand.

3. “Speci al Operations-Peculiar”

This research would anal yze the definition of “special
operations (SO -peculiar” and would evaluate whether
existing legal references provide sufficient guidance to
cover all the funding requirements for supporting SO
m ssi ons. Research on this issue also should include an
analysis of the intent and the |egal uses of MP-11 dollars
as specified in Section 167 of Title 10, U.S. Code.

4. Theat er SOC Base Qperating Support

In addition to SO-peculiar costs and headquarters
support costs, the theater SOCs also have base operating
support (BOS) requirenents. This research would analyze
the BOS funding nechanisns at the six theater SOCs and
woul d determine if the existing arrangenents are adequate
or if alternatives are necessary.

5. Separati ng Theater SOC Requirenents

Appendix A is the Theater SOC Support Matrix provided
to theater SOC conptrollers by USSOCOM in April 2000. This
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research could use the information in Appendix A as a
baseline to devel op conprehensive criteria for separating
SO-peculiar requirenents, headquarters support requirenents
and BOS requirenents. Conclusions fromthis research could
hel p inmplement a formalized standard for separating theater
SOC cost s.

6. Fundi ng Mechani sns at O her Conmmands

This research would identify other commands within the
Depart ment of Def ense that have inadequate funding
mechani snms.  Additionally, the study could use the criteria
listed in Section C of this chapter in prelimnary analysis
for evaluating potential alternatives to these funding

i ssues.
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APPENDI X A, THEATER SOC SUPPCORT NATRI X

TSOC ( THEATER SOC) SUPPORT

Bill Payer

USSOCOM

Cl NC/ SV/ EA

COVMON  SUPPORT

NON- SO- PECULI AR RDT&E

NON- SO PECULI AR PROCUREMENT

NON- SO PECULI AR CONSTRUCTI ON

REAL PROPERTY MAI NTENANCE

| NSTALLATI ON/ GENERAL PURPOSE CONSTRUCTI ON

SUSTAI NI NG BASE MEDI CAL COSTS

I NDI VI DUAL ENTRY LEVEL TRAI NI NG

COMVON EQUI PMENT AND MAI NTENANCE SUPPORT FOR

XXX XXX XX

COMVON  EQUI PMENT

COMVON MODI FI CATI ONS

COMVON VEHI CLES

COMVON. AMVUNI TI ON

X[ X[ X

BASE OPERATI ONS SUPPORT

ADM NI STRATI VE SERVI CES (records managenent,
personnel Locator, forms, publications,
official reference library, etc)

AUDI O AND VI SUAL | NFORMATI ON SERVI CES
(phot ography, graphics, film video and audi o
nmedi a services)

AUTOVATED DATA PROCESSI NG AND AUTOVATI ON

SERVI CES (data processing services and design
devel opnent, maintenance, etc., of data
processi ng systens) Service Commobn Feeder

Syst ens

CHAPEL AND CHAPLAI N SERVI CES (pastora
mnistries, worship services, religious rites,
spiritual counseling and religi ous education)

Cl VI LI AN PERSONNEL SERVI CES (Recruitnment,
classification, staffing personnel managenent,
enpl oyee rel ati ons, awards, etc.)

CLUBS (officer, NCO aero, comunity and
recreational clubs)

COMMVAND SUPPORT (Oversight and managenent
provi ded by the Installation Commander and
command el enent staff.)

COVMON USE FACI LI TY CONSTRUCTI ON, OPERATI ONS
MAI NTENANCE AND REPAI R (Construction,
alteration, operation, Miintenance, and repair
of conmon use infrastructure (roads, grounds,
Structures, energy consunption, snow renoval,
installation Beautification projects), etc.)

COVMMUNI CATI ON SERVI CES ( Dedi cat ed
conmuni cati on svs and Tel ephone equi pnent. My
i ncl ude | easi ng of conmuni cati on equi pnent,
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TSOC ( THEATER SOC) SUPPORT

Bill Payer

USSOCOM

Cl NC/ SV/ EA

lines, and special conmunications-electronics
equi pnent services) Installation/Garrison Leve

X

COMMUNI TY RELATIONS (Public relations
activities, charity fund raising events, and
install ati on open house prograns.)

COMMUNI TY SERVI CES (Fanily Support centers,
child devel opment centers, youth activity,
theaters, and thrift shops)

CUSTODI AL SERVI CES (Janitorial, cleaning
servi ces)

DI SASTER PREPAREDNESS ( Di saster prograns and
rel ated services, equipnent, and facility
support for energencies and wartine ops.)

DUPLI CATI ON SERVI CES (operation of centralized
copyi ng equi pnent)

EDUCATI ON SERVI CES OFFERED BY THE | NSTALLATI ON

ENTOMOLOGY SERVI CES (abat enment and contro
nmeasures for Insects, rodents, weeds, fungi
etc.,)

ENVI RONVENTAL CLEANUP (col | ection, clean-up
transportation And di sposal of hazardous
mat eri al )

ENVI RONMENTAL COMPLI ANCE (Recycling and
pol l uti on prevention, etc)

EQUI PMENT MAI NTENANCE, REPAI R AND CALI BRATI ON
(Mai ntenance, repair and calibration of

i ndustrial equip, office equipnent, |ab

equi pment, (not vehicles), etc.)

EXPLOSI VE ORDNANCE SUPPCRT ( Services and
facilities for Explosive ordnance storage,
di sposal and training)

FACI LI TY CONSTRUCTI ON AND MAJOR REPAIR (M nor
Construction, alterations, additions, and major
repairs to Construction, alterations,
additions, and major repairs to Moderni ze,

repl ace, expand or restore real property)

FACI LI TY MAI NTENANCE AND M NOR REPAIR (Routi ne
and cyclical preventive naintenance and i nor

repairs. Required to preserve or restore rea

property to use for its Designated purpose.)

FI NANCE AND ACCOUNTI NG ( provi ded by DFAS)
Expenses, reinbursenent, working fund, payrol
and | eave accounting di sbursing, voucher and
i nvoi ce system financial reporting.

FI RE PROTECTI ON (normal services related to
fire protection and fighting operations, alert
service and rescue operations)

FOOD SERVI CE (Preparation and service of food
to personnel and related dining facility
oper ati ons)
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TSOC ( THEATER SOC) SUPPORT

Bill Payer

USSOCOM

Cl NC/ SV/ EA

HEALTH SERVI CES (adnmi ni stration of health care,
dental treatnment, and other nedical/veterinary
support)

X

HOUSI NG AND LODG NG SERVI CES (Fami |y,
unmarri ed, and unacconpani ed housing referra
svs — bachel or quarters, transient
accommodat i ons)

x

LAUNDRY AND DRY CLEANI NG SERVI CES

LEGAL SERVI CES

MAI L SERVI CE

MAI L POSTAGE SERVI CE

MAI L TRANSPORTATI ON OVERSEAS

X X[ X X X

M LI TARY PERSONNEL SUPPORT (passports,
identification cards, security clearances, etc)
Installation Level

X

MOBI LI ZATI ON SUPPORT

MORALE, WELFARE AND RECREATI ON (recreation
centers, gyns, parks, athletic fields, hobby
shops, etc)

x| X

MORTUARY SERVI CES (I ogi stical functions rel ated
to recovery, identification, care and
di spositi on of deceased Personnel)

MUSEUMS

POLI CE SERVI CES (| aw and order enforcenent
(traffic, vehicle decals and
confinenent/detention facilities))

PRI NTI NG SERVI CES (centralized printing,
bi ndi ng, and mass nmi|l addressing)

PUBLI C AFFAI RS (response to news nedia on
behal f of government)

PURCHASI NG AND CONTRACTI NG (acqui sition and
Contract mmnagenent, procurement of property,
servi ces, equi prment, construction and supplies)

REFUSE COLLECTI ON AND DI SPCSAL (coll ection and
di sposal of trash and waste)

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ( Funds managenent, cost and
budget fornul ati on and execution)

RETI RED AFFAI RS (operation of retired affairs
of fices and prograns primarily for retired
per sonnel)

SAFETY (Operation of safety prograns,
education, and pronotional efforts)

SECURI TY SERVI CES (security inspections, entry
and Exit controls)

SHUTTLE SERVI CE (operations of l|ocal taxis,
vans and Bus transportation)

SOCI AL ACTIONS (civilian and mlitary personne
assi stance and training on substance abuse and
rel ati ons)

STORAGE AND WAREHOUSI NG (provi sion of space for
recei pt, storage, issue and shi pnment)
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TSOC ( THEATER SOC) SUPPORT

Bill Payer USSOCOM Cl NC/ SV/ EA

SELF HELP X
TECHNI CAL AND LEGAL LI BRARI ES X
TRAI NI NG SERVI CE (instruction and use of target
ranges, simulators, etc.) X
TRANSPORTATI ON SERVI CES (transportation of
Personnel , personal property, to include
shi ppi ng, packing, crating, port clearance, X
schedul i ng, etc.)
UTILITIES (water, sewage, electricity, natura
gas, and fuel oil services.) X
VEHI CLE SUPPORT (mai nt enance and repair of
Cust oner vehicl es, supply nmaintenance and X
repair of Vehicles for custoners’ use.)
WEATHER SERVI CES (Advi si ng weat her conditions) X

DI RECT HEADQUARTERS SUPPORT
ADM NI STRATI ON (Mgt of admi n conmuni cati ons,
Docunent ati on, publication, reproduction X
prograns.)
AUDI T (Mgt of audit prograns,
devel opnent/ establ i shment O audit objectives, X
policies, plans and standards)
COMWAND (Functions performed by head of
activity, Executives, aides, protocol, X
personnel, etc.)
COST ANALYSIS (Prep of estimates and operating
costs of pgns, equip, systens, and collection, X
val i dation, and analysis of cost data.)
DATA AUTOVATI ON (Mgt of data standardization
equi pnent sel ection, system policies, and
satellite data processing units and ADP X
support.)
NATI ONAL | NTEL SATELLI TE | MAGERY X
THEATER CINC C4 REQ TS (TPFFD, software
conpliance, service common stds) X
GLOBAL COVIVAND AND CONTROL SYSTEM X
ENG NEERI NG AND CONSTRUCTI ON (Mgt of engrg
pgns, design devel op and review,
functional /technical review of const and repair X
projects.)
ENVI RONMENTAL SCI ENCES (Mgt of environnenta
pgns, includi ng oceanographi c and
nmet eor ol ogi cal pgns, as well as weat her X
servi ces)
FACI LTIES (Mgt of real estate, facilities and
civil engrg or public works pgns.) X
FI NANCI AL MANAGEMENT (Mgt of budget, Acctg and
Fi nance, internal review, and related fin ngt X

pgns. )

| NFORVATI ON AND PUBLI C AFFAI RS (Mgt of interna
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and public/community relations pgms)

X

| NSPECTI ON AND EVALUATI ON (Mgt of inspection
and eval uati on pgns, devel opnent/establishnment
of inspection and eval uation objs, policies,
pl ans and stds.)

I NTELLI GENCE (Mgt of intel collection
anal ysis, production, and eval uati on prograns)

LEGAL AND LEGQ SLATI VE AFFAIRS (Mgt of | egal and
| egislative pgnms and | egal services)

LOd STICS (Mgt of supply, maintenance,
transportation, procurenent, production, and
mat eri el prograns)

Supply and Services (Supply pgns and
services functions, such as clothing sales,
nortuary, |aundry, food svs.)

Transportation (MI and cm air, sea, and
surface trans pgns, notor vehicle ngt and
| ogistic trans planning and control)

Mat eri el Managenent (Log support of
weapon/ nonweapon sys, equi pnment and commodities
(delivery to disposal)

Procurenent and Production (Procurement and
production ngt for acq of weapon sys, equip
materi el and svs)

MANPOVNER AND ORGANI ZATI ON (Al l ocation and
control of an orgn’s structure, manpower
resources, grade authorizations, and eval of
manpower utilization)

PERSONNEL (Mgt of civilian/mlitary personne
pgns, such as staffing, career devel opnent,
position classification, pay ngt, enployee and
| abor relations, awards, social actions pgns,
etc)

POLI CY, PLANS, AND PROGRAMM NG ( Formul ati on
coordi nati on, and devel opnent of plans,
policies, and programr ng actions.)

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (Mgt of basic and
devel opnental research, test and engrg pgns)

RESERVE AFFAIRS (Mgt of reserve forces prograns
for service on active duty)

SECURI TY (Mgt of physical, personnel
i nformati on, and conmuni cation security
prograns.)

TELECOVMUNI CATI ONS (Mgt of comm pgrns as wel
as el ectronic-comruni cati ons svs) C2IP

TRAI NI NG AND EDUCATI ON (Mgt of training and
educational pgns, research, evaluation and
curricul um devel opnent)

PROFESSI ONAL DEVEL OPMENT

SVvC

UNI' T ADM NI STRATI ON (Direct support functions
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of unit supply preparation, duty roster
mai nt enance, etc.)

X

FORCE PROTECTI ON

DEVELOPI NG COUNTRI ES COMVBI NED EXERClI SE PROGRAM
( DCCEP)

XX

THEATER CI NC ACTIVITIES (TCA

DEM NI NG

HUMANI TARI AN/ Cl VI L ASSI STANCE ( HCA)

COUNTERTERRORI SM READI NESS | NI TI ATI VE FUND
(CT RIF)

X[ X[ XX

CINC I NI TI ATI VE FUND (CI F)

ERC

JO NT TASK FORCE (JTF) (Non- SOF)

SOF AUGVENTATI ON W TH NON- SOF PERSONNEL

X[ X[X] X

M LPAY

SVC Execut e

Cl VI LI AN PAY ((NON- SOF)

X

EXERCI SES ( NON- SOF) NEGs, ESATs, PSATs, CSATSs,
etc.

X

TSOC SOF OPERATI ONAL REQUI REMENTS

COVMUNI CATI ONS/ ACQUI SI TI ON/ MAI NTENANCE

DEPLOYABLE SCAMPI

I N- GARRI SON HQ TSOC SCAMPI (10
wor kst ati ons, one server)

SCAMPI ASSCCI ATED Al RTIME (Satellite and
| and services) -
OPS

SOCRATES WORKSTATI ONS FOR SOF UNI QUE

DEPLOYED C4 SYSTEMS W CONNECTI VI TY TO SOF
NETs

VTC (1 deployable and 1 in-garrison)

DATA AUTOMATI ON (Mgt of data, standardization,
equi pnent sel ection, systempolicies, and
satellite data processing units and ADP
support.) SO Peculiar

FI NANCI AL MANAGEMENT (Mgt of budget, Acctg and
Fi nance, internal review, and related fin ngt
pgns) SO Pecul i ar

HI STORI CAL AFFAIRS (Mgt of historical witing,
Research, studies, analyses) SO Peculiar

| NSPECTI ON AND EVALUATI ON (Mgt of inspection
and eval uati on pgms, devel opnent/establishment
of inspection and eval uation objs, policies,

pl ans and stds.) SO Peculi ar

| NTELLI GENCE (Mgt of intel collection,
anal ysis, production, and eval uati on prograns)
SO Pecul i ar

LEGAL AND LEG SLATI VE AFFAIRS (Mgt of |egal and
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| egi sl ative pgns and | egal services) SO
Pecul i ar

X

LOG STICS (Mgt of supply, maintenance,
transportation, procurenment, production, and
mat eri el prograns) SO Peculi ar

Mat eri el Managenent (Log support of
weapon/ nonweapon sys, equi pnent and commodities
(delivery to disposal)

Procurenent and Production (Procurenent
and production ngt for acq of weapon sys,
equi p, materiel and svs)

MANPOWER AND ORGANI ZATI ON (Al | ocation and
control of an orgn’s structure, manpower
resources, grade authorizations, and eval of
manpower utilization) SO Peculiar

OPERATI ONS ( Devel opnent and anal ysis of gl oba
or theater joint, conbined, service conponent,
strategi c, defensive, and tactical ops,
i ncl udi ng operational readi ness, plans and
requirenents, training, command and contro
servi ces) SO Peculi ar

JTF/ CISOFT or JSOTF (TSOC HQ Staff Only)

Site Surveys for SOF Depl oynments (TSOC HQ
Staff Only)

Equi pnent / Suppli es (Non-SOF Or gan/ Menber
"assigned" to TSOC HQs)

X X X

OPERATI ONS ANALYSI S (Devel opnent of studi es of
operational pgns and anal ysis of operationa

m x of weapons, equipnent, tactics, and
strategy) SO Peculi ar

POLI CY, PLANS, AND PROGRAMM NG ( Formul ati on
coordi nati on and devel opnent of plans,
policies, and programi ng actions.) SO Peculi ar

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT (Mgt of basic and
devel opnental research, test and engrg pgns)
SO Pecul i ar

RESERVE AFFAIRS (Mgt of reserve forces prograns
for service on active duty) SO Peculiar

X

TRAI NI NG AND EDUCATI ON (Mgt of training and
educati onal pgns, research, evaluation and
curricul um devel opnent) SO Peculi ar

X

M LPAY (VFP-11)

Progr ans

Cl VI LI AN PAY ( MFP-11)

EXERCI SES (SOF) (TSOC HQ Staff Only)

CONTI NGENCI ES (TSOC HQ Staff Only)

NON- PME TRAI NI NG (Hal o, Junp, SOF Language,
etc.)

XX X[ X
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APPENDI X B. ACRONYMS AND ABBREM ATl ONS

ASD( SO LI C) Assi stant Secretary of Defense (Speci al
Operations/Low Intensity Conflict)

BOS Base Operating Support

Cl NC Conmander in Chief

DFAS Def ense Fi nance and Accounting Service
DoD Depart nent of Defense

DoDD Departnment of Defense Directive

DW Def ense-w de

EA Executi ve Agent

EUSA Eighth United States Arny

FAD Fundi ng Aut hori zati on Docunent

FY Fi scal Year

FYDP Future Years Defense Program

HQ Headquarters

| G | nspect or Cener al

JP Joi nt Publication

LAN Local Area Network

MFP Maj or Force Program

M PR Mlitary Interdepartnental Purchase Request
No. Nunber

OAC Oper ati ng Agency Code

OBAD Operating Budget Activity Docunent
&M Oper ati ons and Mi nt enance

PBAS Program Budget and Accounting System
PBD Pr ogr am Budget Deci si on

PE Program El enent

POM Program Cbj ecti ve Menorandum

SLAN Secure Local Area Network

SO Speci al Operations

91



SOC
SOCCENT
SOCEUR
SOCIFCOM

SOCKOR
SOCPAC
SOCSOUTH
SOF
Sub- uni fi ed
SV

TSOC

u. S
usC
USCENTCOM
USCI NCSOC

USD( ©)
USEUCOM
USFK

UFR
USJFCOM
USPACOM
USPACFLT
USARSO
USSOCOM
USSOUTHCOM

Speci al Operations Conmand

Speci al QOperations Command Centr al
Speci al Operations Command Europe
Speci al Operations Command Joi nt Forces
Conmmand

Speci al Operations Command Korea
Speci al Operations Command Pacific
Speci al Operations Command Sout h
Speci al Operations Forces

Subordi nate Unified

Service

Theat er Speci al Operations Conmmand

United States

United States Code

United States Central Conmand

Conmmander in Chief, United States Speci al
Oper ati ons Conmand

Under Secretary of Defense (Conptroller)
United States European Command

United States Forces Korea

Unf unded Requi r enent

United States Joint Forces Comrand
United States Pacific Conmand

United States Pacific Fleet

United States Army South

United States Special Operations Command
United States Southern Comrand
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